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WEDNESDAY, MAY 1, 1957 


Unirep Srates Senate, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND InsuLAR AFFAIRS; AND 
ComMirree oN Pustic Works, 
Washington, D. C. 

The joint committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to call, in Room 224, 
Senate Office Building, Hon. James E. Murray (chairman) presiding. 

Present: Senators James B. Murray, Montana; Clinton P. Ander- 
~ son, New Mexico; Joseph C. O’Mahoney, Wyoming; John A. Carroll, 
Colorado; Robert S. Kerr, Oklahoma; Francis Case, South Dakota; 
and Roman L. Hruska, Nebraska. 

Senator Murray. The committee will come to order, please. 

These joint hearings of the Senate Committee on Public Works 
and the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs are in response 
to joint resolutions by three State legislatures and a number of indi- 
vidual and organization requests that we examine the management and 
operation of projects in the Missouri Valley. 

So the record of the hearings will be complete, I will include in 
the hearings at this point Joint Memorial No. 9 of the Montana State 
Legislature. 

I also submit for the hearing record Joint Resolution No. 2 of 
the South Dakota Legislature on this subject. 

Also, House Concurrent Resolution L, passed by the North Dakota 
Legislature. Ett 

Additionally, I submit for the record a resolution passed by the 
board of directors of the National Rural Electric Cooperative Asso- 
ciation in January 1957. 

(Resolutions referred to follow :) 


MontTANA HOovuSsE JOINT MEMORIAL 9 


A joint memorial of the Senate and House of Representatives of the State of 
Montana to the Congress of the United States; James EB. Murray and Mike 
Mansfield, Senators from the State of Montana; Lee Metcalf and LeRoy An- 
derson, Representatives in Congress from the State of Montana; the Interior 
and Insular Affairs Committee of the United States Senate; the Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee of the United States House of Representatives; the 
Committee on Public Works of the United States Senate; the Committee on 
Public Works of the United States House of Representatives; the Secretary 
of the Army, Wilber M. Brucker; the Chief of the Corps of Engineers, Depart- 
ment of the Army, Maj. Gen. E. C. Itschner; urging the committees to in- 
vestigate the subordination of power generation on the Missouri River to navi- ° 
gation, and to determine all facts necessary to ascertain the balance between 
electric power supply and requirements, existing and prospective, in the upper 
Missouri Basin 4 

Whereas the supply of low-cost Federal power in the upper Missouri Basin 
is inadequate to meet the foreseeable needs of preference customers; and - 


1 
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Whereas the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment to the Flood Control Act of 
1944 reserves waters arising in States wholly or partly west of the 97th meri- 
dian for beneficial uses, including irrigation, which requires large quantities 
of pumping power; domestic and municipal uses; and industrial uses; and 

Whereas it is known that the United States Army Corps of Engineers has 
been releasing water from Fort Peck, Garrison, and Fort Randall Dams dur- 
ing the navigation season in the lower Missouri River to the detriment of 
power production, Federal revenue, and good management: Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved. That the Legislature of the State of Montana memorializes the © 
Congress of the United States to implement and make effective the mandate 
intended in the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment that the use of water for navi- 
gation purposes be subordinated to western uses; and be it further 

Resolved, That we call upon the Army Corps of Engineers to cease the re- 
lease of large quantities of water for such subordinate purposes; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That the Legislature of the State of Montana memorializes the 
Committees on Interior and Insular Affairs and the Committees on Public 
Works of the United States Senate and House of Representatives to investigate 
the subordination of power generation on the Missouri River to navigation, and to 
determine all facts necessary to ascertain the balance between electric power 
supply and requirements, existing and prospective, in the upper Missouri Basin. 
Such investigations and determinations should include power supply available 
considering management of the river in consonance with the O’Mahoney-Milli- 
kin principles as well as the need for and the economics of developing steam — 
generation to firm up hydropower now being sold or to be sold by the Govern- 
ment at less than firm power rates; and be it further 
_ Resolved, That copies of this memorial be submitted by the secretary of the 
State of Montana to each of the individuals and to the chairmen of the com- 
mittees named in the title of this memorial and also to the presiding officers 
of both Houses of the Congress of the United States, Richard M. Nixon, and 
Sam E. Rayburn. 

‘ EvGENE H. MAHONEY, 
Speaker of the House. 
PAUL CANNON, 
President of the Senate. 


SourH Daxota House CoNcurrRENT RESOLUTION No. 2 
A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 


Concurrent resolution memorializing the Interior and Public Works Committee 
of the United States Senate to investigate the administration of certain sec- 
tions of Public Law No. 534 and requesting the South Dakota a i a 
delegation, to the Congress, to assist in these investigations 


Be it resolved by the House of Representatives of the State of South Dakota, 
the Senate concurring therein; 

Whereas water is a limited and precious resource and its conservation and 
proper use is of utmost importance to all of the people of South Dakota; and 

Whereas water is urgently needed in South Dakota for municipal purposes, 
domestic uses, industrial development, irrigation, power generation, and recre- 
ation ; and 

Whereas the United States and the 10 States of the Missouri Basin are pro- 
ceeding with the development of the land and water resources of the area under 
ie provisions of Public Law No. 534 known as the Flood Control Act of 1944; 
an 

Whereas the Congress, in its wisdom, rightly and properly added to this act 
section I, subdivision B, commonly known as the O’Mahoney-Milliken amend- 
ment to preserve the basin’s limited water for beneficial upstream uses; and 

Whereas South Dakota has given generously of its valuable river bottom lands 
to provide storage sites for the water in the Missouri Basin; and 

Whereas there seems reasonable doubt that the Missouri Basin’s water is be- 
ing managed in such a way as to provide the’ maximum benefit to the people of 
South Dakota; Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Interior and Public Works Committees of the United 
States Senate be respectfully requested to instigate investigations in the use 
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of waters stored in South Dakota under the Flood Control Act of 1944 and par- 
ticularly with respect to the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment; And be it further 

Resolved, That Senators Karl E. Mundt and Francis Case and Congressmen 
E. Y. Berry and George McGovern be respectfully requested to aid and assist 
these investigations in every way practicable to the end that the State of 
South Dakota may receive the widest possible benefit from its limited water 
resources, 


NortH.DaxoTra House CONCURRENT RESOLUTION L 


Concurrent resolution urging the Congress of the United States and the Com- 
mittees on Insular Affairs and the Committee on Public Works of the United 
States Senate and House of Representatives to investigate the subordination of 
power generation on the Missouri River to navigation. 

Whereas the supply of low-cost Federal power in the upper Missouri Basin 
is inadequate to meet the foreseeable needs of preference customers; and 

Whereas it is known that the United States Corps of Engineers has been 
releasing water from the Fort Peck, Garrison, and Fort Randall Dams during 
the navigation season in the lower Missouri River to the detriment of power 
production, Federal revenue, and good management: Now, therefore, be it 
_ Resolved by the House of Representatives of the State of North Dakota (the 
Senate concurring therein), That we call upon the Congress of the United States 
to implement and make effective the mandate intended in the O’Mahoney-Millikin 
amendment that the use of water for navigation purposes be subordinated to 
western uses; and be it further 

Resolved, That we call upon the Army Corps of Engineers to cease the release 
of large quantities of water for such subordinate purposes; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Committees on Interior and Insular Affairs and the Com- 
mittee on Public Works of the United States Senate and House of Representatives 
are requested to investigate the subordination of power generation on the 
Missouri River to navigation, and to determine all facts necessary to. ascertain 
the balance between electric power supply and requirements, existing and pros- 
pective, in the upper Missouri Basin. Such investigations and determinations 
should include a study of power supply available considering management of 
the river in consonance with the O’Mahoney-Millikin principles as well as the 
need for and the economics of developing steam generation to firm up hydro 
power now being sold or to be sold by the Government at less than firm power 
rates, and such investigation should also consider the feasibility and desirability 
of low dams with locks to provide a slack-water channel on the Missouri River 
for navigation ; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded by the chief clerk of 
the house of representatives to the President of the United States, the Com- 


‘mittees on Public Works and Interior and Insular Affairs of the United States 


Senate and House of Representatives, and to each member of the North Dakota 
congressional delegation. 
B. J. Wotr, 


Speaker of the House. 
GreraLp L. Starr, 
Chief Clerk of the House, 

CLYDE DUFFY, 
President of the Senate. 

Vic GILBREATH, 
Secretary of the Senate. 


RESOLUTION PASSED BY THE BoarpD or Drrecrors, NATIONAL Rurat BLectTrRic 
COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, JANUARY 1957 


Whereas the supply of low-cost Federal power in the upper Missouri Basin 
is inadequate to meet the foreseeable needs of preference customers, and 

Whereas the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment to the Flood Control Act of 1944 
reserves waters arising in States wholly or partly west of the 97th meridian 
for beneficial uses, including irrigation, which requires large quantities of pump- 
ing power; domestic and municipal uses; and industrial uses: and 

Whereas it is known that the United States Army Corps of Engineers has been 
releasing water from Fort Peck, Garrison, and Fort Randall Dams during the 
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navigation season in the lower Missouri River to the detriment of power pro- 
duction, Federal revenue, and good management: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That we call upon the Congress of the United States to implement 
and make effective the mandate intended in the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment 
that the use of water for navigation purposes be subordinated to western uses, 
and, be it further 

Resolved, That we call upon the Army Corps of Engineers to cease the release 
of large quantities of water for such subordinate purposes; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Committees on Interior and Insular Affairs and the Com- 
mittees on Public Works of the United States Senate and House of Representa- 
tives are requested to investigate the subordination of power generation on the 
Missouri River to navigation, and to determine all facts necessary to ascertain 
the balance between electric power supply and requirements, existing and 
prospective, in the upper Missouri Basin. Such investigations and determina- 
tions should include power supply available considering management of the 
river in consonance with the O’Mahoney-Millikin principles as well as the need 
for and the economics of developing steam generation to firm up hydropower 
now being sold or to be sold by the Government at less than firm power rates, _ 
and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted by the general manager 
to the Committees on Interior and Insular Affairs and the Committees on Public 
Works of the United States Senate and the United States House of 
Representatives. 

Senator Murray. I wish at this time to thank for their continued 
cooperation and participation with us in these hearings and Com- 
mittee on Public Works, the distinguished Senator from New Mexico, 
Mr. Chavez, who is chairman of that committee, and the distinguished 
Senator from Oklahoma, Mr. Kerr, who is chairman of the Public 
Works Subcommittee on Flood Control which handles these river- 
basin matters, as well as all the members. 

Our two committees are cooperating closely in a study and report on 
methods of cost allocation for multiple-purpose projects. Senator 
Kerr and his assistants handled lengthy and exhaustive hearings on 
the subject during the last session of Congress on which a very con- 
structive and useful report will soon be made. The joint hearings 
were appropriate, for we need a common procedure for the allocation 
of cost of multiple-purpose projects, whether built by the Corps of 
Engineers or the Bureau of Reclamation. 

These hearings are simply an extension of our joint explorations 
and studies into the area of management and operation of our great 
river projects. : 

The Missouri River presents some extremely difficult management 
problems. The flow of the river is limited. There tends to be compe- 
tition between upstream and downstream uses for the limited flow. 
This competition was recognized in 1944, and the O’Mahoney-Millikin 
amendment passed to preclude any arguments. 

The great projects on the Missouri River are not yet completed, so 
there has been only partial operation up to date. 

Additionally, dry weather and water shortages in recent years have 
complicated Missouri Basin operation. 

As one consequence, there is complaint that water which should have 
been reserved for upper basin uses has been released for navigation 
in violation of the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment to the Flood Con- 
trol Act of 1944. 
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When I put the text of the Montana Joint Memorial in the Congress- 
sional Record March 18, I made this statement, and I quote: 


* * * conflicts between uses (for water) appear to require a choice of one 
use or the other as superior, but a choice between two needs is not an adequate 
solution. The real solution is in finding ways to meet all needs, not merely one 
or another of them. 

With an integrated development of all the resources of the Missouri Basin— 
including its vast lignite deposits as well as flowing water for energy—all needs 
could be met. 

I make this statement now in the hope that when hearings are held on the 
problem posed by the Montana and South Dakota memorials, all those involved 
will deal with meeting our total needs and not simply with how to ration a 
scarcity of water. 

It remains my hope the hearings will be a constructive exploration 
of how best to manage existing Federal projects in the Missouri Basin, 
and add to them, so a maximum of all needs will be developed. 

There has been called to my attertion the oan 17 newscast of the 
Missouri River Division of the Mississippi Valley Association which 


. describes these hearings in terms of strife between water users. 


It would not be realistic to deny that such strife is a potentiality. 
Rationing scarcity always brings strife. The long term, constructive 
solution is to end the scarcity. In my judgment, there is such a con- 
structive solution to potential strife between power and navigation 
needs of Missouri River Basin citizens—development of lignite gener- 
ation. When irrigation demands more upper basin water, there ma 
again be a constructive solution which will save navigation—slac 
water instead of a flowing navigation channel. It is these constructive, 


_ long-term answers we should seek. 


Through these hearings we might constructively explore the de- 
sirability of amending the Fort Peck Dam Act to create a power ad- 
ministration in the Missouri Basin as we have at Bonneville, and in 
the Southwest and Southeast. The area should have a great trans- 
mission system which ‘will permit it to take advantage of all the 
economy of large generating plants—water, steam, or atomic—and 
from which every type of customer can draw power in abundance for 
rural, urban, or industrial use. 

I especially deplore one sentence in the Mississippi Valley Associa-’ 
tion’s newscast which reads: 

The Pick-Sloan plan was never designed for the benefit of a few upstream 
nationalized public power advocates. 

Name calling is always inappropriate. It seems especially inappro- 
priate for the advocate'of a nonreimbursable benefit of multiple- 
purpose development to be derogatory of one of the paying partners. 

Is is just as appropriate to call river navigation advocates “nation- 
alized public-transportation advocates” as to usé the phrase in relation 
to rural electric cooperatives. 

Both transportation and electric-power supply are public-utility 
functions. The courts have held throughout our history that such 
utility services are functions of the State. These State functions may 
be performed directly by a governmental unit or through an agent; a 
railroad, or a power company. 

In the Moffat Tunnel case, the Supreme Court held that the fact that 
a public-utility function was being performed by a private agent did 








6 MISSOURI BASIN WATER PROBLEMS 


not affect its basic character as a function of the State, requiring 
powers of the State, such as eminent domain, to operate. 

The Government is not only within its proper sphere in providing 
either adequate transportation facilities or adequate electric power 
for its citizens. The Government has a responsibility to see that the 
people have such utility services. 

It is not reprehensible to advocate that the Government meet its 

- responsibility y direct action either in the field of power or trans- 
portation, and the implication that either public power or waterways 
are “socialistic” is wholly unwarranted, especially 1f a a starts calling 
a kettle black. If it is “creeping socialism,” which I deny, then we 
are all creeping along together. 

The existence of adequate, low-cost service, whether it be navigation 
or energy supply, is always a stimulus to the economy of an area. 

In the Lower Missouri Basin, and the Mississippi Valley, low-cost 
transportation, navigation, is linked with economic development in 
people’s minds. In the upper basin, where there-is little or no pros- 
pect of navigation, irrigation and abundant low-cost energy spell 
economic development to people’s minds. 

Both areas properly look to the Federal Government for optimum 
development of the resource with greatest meaning to them. If the 

ropriety of the Federal Government providing a utility service is to 
os ebated, then it should be cast as a debate over whether we shall 
have Federal service, or leave the jobs to private companies in both 
the power and transportation fields. 

ie the proponents of navigation insist that a choice must be made 
between power and navigation use of water, and press the contention 
that, and I quote: 


Power was never considered more than an incidental benefit * * * 


I shall, of course, vigorously join those who stand on the statutes 
which give priority to upper basin uses. 

Contrary to assertions in the association’s newscast, the Flood Con- 
trol Act of 1944 not only contained the O’Mahoney-Millikin amend- 
ment to protect western uses, it was enacted for the purpose of put- 
ting a checkrein on navigation. 

The language which immediately follows the enacting clause in- 
cludes among the stated purposes of the bill this language: 

* * * and to limit the authorization and construction of navigation works to 
those in which a substantial benefit to navigation will be realized therefrom 
and which can be operated consistently with appropriate and economic use of 
the waters of such rivers by other users. 

We have present to participate in these hearings representatives of 
rural electric cooperative groups, States, municipalities, chambers of 
commerce, the Mississippi Valley Association and its Missouri Basin 
division, and individual citizens. 

Also present are representatives of the Corps of the United States 
Army Engineers and of the Bureau of Reclamation. Representing 
the corps are: Brig. Gen. John L. Person, who is General Itschner’s 
deputy here in Washington, and Maj. Gen. Gerald Galloway, in 


charge of the Missouri River division. 
Representatives of the Bureau of Reclamation are James C. Brad- 
ley, general engineer, Office of the ‘Assistant Secretary for Water and 
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Power, and D. S. Campbell, Chief, Division of Power, Bureau of 
Reclamation. a ‘ 

These gentlemen are prepared to answer questions for the commit- 
tee, if called upon, but they are not scheduled to testify at this time. 
They may be called later, after we have studied the testimony pre- 
sented today and tomorrow, if it is desirable. 

I have obtained from both the corps and the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion certain basic data on water release, power generation, freight 
movement and river-reservoir operations for the use of the commit- 
tee, which I present for the hearing record. 

The data includes the monthly operating reports of both Army and 
Bureau of Reclamation gepersting, stations on the Missouri and trib- 
utaries from April 1954 through March 1957. These are quite exten- 
sive and will not be printed in the hearings but will be available in 
the committee files. All other material from the Corps of Engineers 
and the Bureau will be included in the record, however, at this point, 


-if there is no objection. 


(The material referred to follows :) 


Aprit 8, 1957. 
Maj. Gen. Emerson C. ITSCHNER, 
Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
Department of Defense, Washington, D. C. 


Dear GENERAL ITScHNeER: There has been transmitted to Congress joint reso- 
lutions of the Montana and South Dakota Legislatures which, in effect, allege 
violation of the letter and spirit of the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment as a re- 
sult of release, in recent years, of upper Missouri Basin water for navigation; 
mismanagement of power generation and distribution, and consequent impending 
power shortage in the area. 

Pursuant to these legislative memorials, the Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committee will hold hearings May 1 and 2, to hear witnesses from the upper 
Missouri Basin States. We would appreciate your having present at those 
hearings representatives qualified to answer questions of committee members. 
Will you please supply us, by April 25, the following material? 

1. Reports for the last 5 years for all Missouri Basin Engineers projects, 
showing water storage and releases, including water released which pro- 
duced power, the amount of power produced by such water, the amount of 
water released which did not produce power, and the amount of power which 
could have been produced from such water had it not been released. 

2. Ton miles of freight hauled either way since April 1954 broken down 
by various types of freight, by months, and to indicate commercial as con- 
trasted with movement arising from river work, between the following cities: 

(a) St. Louis and Kansas City. 
(b) Kansas City and Omaha. 
(c) Omaha and Sioux City. . 

3. Operations and maintenance charges for navigation projects in the 
Missouri Basin. ; 

4, Estimated savings to shippers resulting from the use of navigation 
projects in the Missouri Basin, broken down between commercial freight 
and movement related to Government projects. 

5. Monthly operating reports for Corps of Engineers generating plants 
on the Missouri River and its tributaries, beginning with April 1954. 

6. Original allocation of cost with respect to Corps of Engineers projects 
in the Missouri Basin and any subsequent changes. 

We will greatly appreciate your cooperation. 

Sincerely yours, 

JAMes BE. Murray, Chairman. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D. C., April 24, 1957. 
Hon. JAMEs E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. CO. 


Deak SENATOR Murray: Further reference is made to your letter of April 8, 
1957, relative to hearings to be held on May 1 and 2 to hear witnesses from the 
upper Missouri Basin States regarding the operation of reservoir projects in 
the Missouri River Basin. 

The information and material requested are inclosed herewith by numbered 
items as listed in your letter of April 8, 1957. 

Sincerely yours, 
i J. L. PERSON, 
‘Wonliilhar General, USA, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 


1. Reports for the last 5 years for all Missouri Basin Engineers projects, show- 
ing water storage and releases, including water released which produced power, 
the amount of power produced by such water, the amount of water released 
which did not produce power, and the amount of power which could have been 
produced from such water had it not been released. 

Presented in table 1, by projects and system totals, are the following data 
for the 5-year period from January 1, 1952, to December 31, 1956: (a) year-end 
storages, (0) releases through the powerplants, (ec) other releases, (d@) total re- 
leases, (€) year-end installed capacities, (f) actual marketable power generated 
(including plant use), (g) amounts of power which could have been produced 
if water had not been released to serve navigation, including firm and nonfirm, 
and (h) total power. 

In estimating the additional power which might have been generated during 
the 5-year period, without service to navigation, it has been assumed that opera- 
tions would be scheduled so as to provide the maximum power consistent with © 
the following limitations: (@) power units available for service, (b) water avail- 
ability, (c) construction limitations on fill of new reservoirs, and (d) available 
transmission capacity and market as estimated by the marketing agent, the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

Under this type of operation the Fort Peck Reservoir would have remained 
in its normal range of operation through the period, rising each year above the 
base of flood control during the high water season and then dropping back to 
this level during the low water season. It would have been necessary to make 
releases in addition to those utilized for power generation in all 5 years in order 
to avoid encroachment on flood control space. 

Limitations imposed by the status of construction at Garrison would have 
been controlling on the rate of fill from the time of closure of the dam in 1953 
through 1955. This would have necessitated large volumes of nonpower releases 
in the first 4 years of the study. In 1956 the storage available would have per- 
mitted operation with a much smaller volume of nonpower releases, however, 
this type of operation would have severely curtailed generation at the Fort 
Randall plant. Therefore limited additional nonpower releases were assumed 
for that year also. 

Storage limitations of the system and the status of power units available 
for generation would have required large nonpower releases at Fort Randall 
during the first 2 years of the period, with only limited additional nonpower 
releases in the third year. In the last 2 years all releases could have been 
utilized for power generation. Construction status would be controlling on the 
rate of initial fill of the reservoir, as it was in actual operations. 

Operation of the Gavins Point Reservoir from the standpoint of storage would 
not have been materially different than actual operations, with the release pat- 
tern closely paralleling that of Fort’: Randall. 
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Missouri River main stem reservoir system operation data 





1958 
Storage in 1,000 acre-feet on Dec. 31___...-- 
Release in 1,000 acre-feet: 


Through powerplant. .--..............-- 
bi icnuncccntinblipwnnbaveduihias 


Marketable power million kilowatt-hours: 
ATs cietitinitinitincneniannaninnaie. 


Additional: 
Fi 


SI Eas cae tees 
1953 
Storage in 1,000 acre-feet on Dec. 31....---- 


Release in 1,000 acre-feet: 


Marketable power million kilowatt-hour: 


Pit 5 oo cs a a eacbesaenatipenas 


Additional: 
i a ne ees 


OCR ON ssp tices ceices st 
1954 
Storage in 1,000 acre-feet on Dec. 31. _....--- 
Release in 1,000 acre-feet: 

Through powerplant. -.-.............--- 
RNS air ieetiks sh asain § cestn nese tian 
Renae eee cet rene ee eee cee 
Installed capacity, Dec. 31, 1,000 kilowatts__ 
Marketable power million kilowatt-hours: 
POGUE 2253. wee bosch noeuvntiudegdabie 


Additional: 
SS ae etieansnonasa 


Total additional...............- .| 


wees BOWL. oi. ckis Tei. 


1955 


Storage in 1,000 acre-feet on Dec. 31__....--| 


Release in 1,000 acre-feet: 
Through powerplant. .......--- 


COUN Ti BAI .oe ea 


i eet Sila hinderance aie dara 
Installed capacity, Dec. 31, 1,000 kilowatts. 


See footnotes at end of table. 














































































































Fort Peck | Garrison Fort Gavins System 
Randall ! Point total 
13, 076 () () (2) 13, 076 
3, 624 (?) (?) (2) 
3, 391 () (3) (?) 
7,015} @) (2) a Sr 
85 0 0 0 85 
F sled 
610 0 0 0 610 
: -F ; »& 
0 | 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
ye ek eo et ee 
12, 738 150 1, 307 (?) 14, 195 
= —— - ely Pl —_——— a | 
3, 666 (2) pr Bn ed 
4, 236 (2) 19, 150 5 ella AChE SS SPB 
7, 902 ( 19, 150 Qo eee 
| 85 0 0 0 85 
— — — — j — ee 
621 | 0 0 0 | 621 
—|_——— mad snitertaeliaiaaens 
0 | 0 0 0 0 
0 | 0 | 0 0 0 
0 | 0 0 | 0 | 0 
L;) cy GBhd Algol nt aaMey ta atte soeleeee 
—— SS eS ee 
| 
10, 004 | 1,474 3, 122 (2) 14, 600 
3, 265 3, 635 | Mik vik cutthan 
4, 539 | 14, 970 9, 851 ect Pc anes 
| 7,804} 14,970 ee) 6 @ TRU elie 
85 | 0 160 0 245 
524 | 0 293 0 817 
0 0} 0 
| 139 0 153 
139 0 153 
a 
| TF 
| | 
| | 
5, 307 | 5, 029 3, 030 () 13, 366 
— a = ——_—_———_- a [Ss SS 
3, 833 | 0 | Oh: (a A ade 
5, 878 | 14, 506 | 4, 978 By totes cette 
9,711 | 14, 506 | 14, 424 () ER EST 
85 | (‘To 0 365 
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Missouri River main stem reservoir system operation data—Continued 


Fort Peck | Garrison Fort Gavins System 





Randall ! Point total 
1955—Continued 
Marketable power, million kilowatt-hours: 
Ss indachabcesbabenctumeswaedocone 547 0 857 0 1, 404 
Additional: 
ala a hase cian denci 6 0 133 0 133 
En atts opincinencnainnaam 60 0 74 0 134 
Total additional................. 60 0 207 0 267 
I th cewcnnnncocgemmes 607 0 1, 064 0 1, 671 
1956 
Storage in 1,000 acre-feet on Dec. 31.....-.- 6, 131 5, 485 1, 966 426 14, 008 
Release in 1,000 acre-feet: 
Through SIIIINE <.. .nncuinavcacnn-s 3, 959 6, 346 13, 562 hla gy 
NE iis ceeettidanbiiickine seenlibinn oo 485 % 249 1, 312 PW lndsiscationdwo 
Sika iu inabidadnateibniaiene amhamiant 4, 444 13, 595 14, 874 DMET Lukékiusnawes 
Installed on capacity Dec. 31, 1,000 kilowatts - 85 712 
Marketable power, million kilowatt-hours: 
Lak dighaninh kekinamnieiecnnseiannnie 460 539 1, 202 76 2, 277 
Additional: 
a a a (3) (3) Q (3) 322 
PIR bb kasbb. itinigiattinicndcance (3) i) @ (8) 437 
Total additional................. 290 327 | 100 42 759 
Total power..........-.---.--.-- 750 866 | 1, 302 18 3, 036 











1 First power unit available for generation on Mar. 15, 1956. 
2 Not available. 
3 Interconnected operation, Firm and nonfirm have not been allocated back to plants. 


2. Ton-miles of freight hauled either way since April 1954 broken down by 
various types of freight, by months, and to indicate commercial as contrasted 
with movement arising from river work, between the following cities: 

(a) St. Louis and Kansas City. 
(0) Kansas City and Omaha. 
(c) Omaha and Siougz City... 

The attached tables show the tonnage and ton-miles of commercial traffic, sand 
and gravel movement, and waterway improvement material movement, by 
months, for calendar years 1954, 1955, and 1956. These data were extracted 
from records assembled for. the commercial statistics by the Mississippi Valley- 
gulf coast regional statistical office. The official annual records for 1954 and 
1955 are published in Waterborne Commerce of the United States, part 2. The 
statistics for 1956 are tentative in that the final figures have not been —* 
to date. It will be noted that the reaches covered are: 

Mouth to Kansas City : Mile 0 to mile 386 
Kansas City to Omaha: Mile 387 to mile 634 
Omaha to Sioux City: Mile 635 to mile 762 

There is also attached hereto a table showing river freight by commodities for 

— years 1954 and 1955 and the preliminary listing by commodities for 
1956. 
The commercial freight includes those materials shipped on the river by 
private shippers. Sand and gravel tonnages include material taken from the 
bed of the river and transported to shore stockpiles for future commercial use ; 
this material usually moves only short distances. The waterway-improvement 
materials are principally rock for placement in bank-protection structures. This 
classification also includes piling, cables, and other material used in this work 
when transported to the site of the work by barge. 

It will be noted on the tabulation of tonnages and ton-miles that, where the 
tonnage moves through more than one reach, it is included in the total for each 
reach. Thus, most of the commercial tonnage in the Kansas City-to-Omaha 


oe 
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reach, except for minor local movement, is also included in the mouth-to-Kansas 
City reach. However, the ton-mile figures are limited to the miles moved by the 
tonnage in that particular reach. 


Freight trafic on Missouri River 
MOUTH TO KANSAS OITY 





Commercial Sand, gravel,and | Waterway-improvement 
crushed rock materials 





Tons Ton-miles Tons Ton-miles Tons Ton-miles 





























FN NET. cccencoceunntalbesoccecesinemqynscasgebelipieensst tesdgnedenean - 50 3, 350 
OEE Fad anceiesgsiseingecenasqalagaggeesdingeta 3, 000 3, 000 21, 357 224, 596 
Sadi tinieianendhenduieanahcdnaimmaites ottlsaraeniank iinet 2, 450 2, 450 116, 438 994, 514 
Mi sa cleditdmedmooddiinn 13, 502 5, 099, 494 5, 500 5, 500 119, 391 1, 053, 958 
UND cimdotdianimepedeasine 27, 440 10, 456, 310 5, 400 10, 000 67, 804 636, 439 
Wl acelotndtednbdehibwinteie 25, 782 9, 794, 724 3, 300 3, 300 77, 264 662, 940 
Mi cidlcmhconanieennnais 68, 937 .22, 643, 869 2, 100 2, 100 41, 099 565, 075 
DU. gcnnntdocoenen 53, 439 19, 667, 218 6, 110 6, 110 69, 957 745, 051 
IEE ancenscacenta 43, 217 15, 745, 632 4, 270 . 4,270 111, 442 799, 565 
SURE ictidiinecaansen 56, 186 21, 121, 512 2, 310 4, 620 117, 114 1, 065, 769 

3, 082, 822 1, 400 2, 800 102, 661 1, 072, 530 

hans dpcenoubbaledenwwessahhsedaeaikkeens 2, 200 4, 400 65, 369 530, 032 

107, 611, 581 38, 040 48,550 | 909, 946 8, 353, 819 

aeaes Siieienetdetated 910 1, 820 24, 892 172, 718 

tials deaemnenie 345 690 5, 529 88, 153 

3, 372, 476 2, 175 3, 375 73, 230 716, 954 

16, 949, 205 5, 200 5, 200 83, 648 1, 473, 320 

22, 114, 716 8, 200 14,450 | . 83,761 1, , 128 

24, 029, 620 4, 5 7, 200 62, 609 918, 123 

30, 389, 188 3, 000 5, 400 31, 805 528, 076 

9,970,516 | 55, 530 58,655 | 46, 854 699, 652 

18, 536, 017 48, 920 51, 670 89, 623 798, 366 

CG xaxecinedsaseces 69, 914 25, 558, 194 43, 950 46, 200 84, 377 545, 897 
PIOVOTRDUE «<< cacccccnces 10, 297 | 2, 464, 147 10, 345 13, 97! 56, 536 257, 747 
pS Ee 4, 364 | 80, 282 4, 420 8, 840 11, 618 18, 337 
TEE ic isdcu tpeeaptiondiine 435, 455 153, 464, 361 187, 495 217, 470 654, 682 7, 750, 471 

1956—January...........---- es ‘ o6dctepns 2, 450 4, 400 9, 925 18, 141 
PED acocncesetaxbsilsdceccucecinsssddacotams 1, 885 1, 885 27, 629 136, 435 
Ridschnnahaaad sb bsdniaed atcwibictdaiDias hah ; 45, 935 45, 935 96, 569 625, 469 
Dh ciunaciutatodntsekde 37, 908 13, 104, 498 67, 950 67, 950 100, 901 914, 522 

TO tether eembvaliteaieic ed 48, 971 17, 916, 612 67, 320 67, 320 112, 460 1, 269, 402 
Piss tosaasecwaes * 43, 339 15, 917, 757 50, 000 50, 000 103, 089 ‘ , 503 
RRS a 42, 856 15, 968, 553 32, 550 32, 550 61, 407 799, 383 
hi conahesn0ateasee 51, 135 17, 739, 414 98, 185 122, 030 111, 987 589, 996 
September.-.........-- 48, 602 17, 167, 639 41, 205 50, 005 79, 183 - 411,774 
en accuse 35, 516 12, 663, 743 101, 090 108, 890 143, 986 725, 484 
November............--|--- papa sasatenateent 25, 765 25,765 | 70, 744 340, 348 
WElicnianasacteusontessamuacsalesscmnndanes 31, 590 37, 390 53, 987 244, 145 

et 308,327 | 110,478,216 | 565, 925 614,120 | 971,867 7, 205, 602 
KANSAS CITY TO OMAHA 

TG. dincs nndvdccccclnasccackdeledunscschensuaticnueadehulansntdenmudsnnann ne mei ios 

SET iscatid Gtihndivn ones |atincsew ad ale eens Gaibaaeka tnseeaeaa ition cleaned aaenen 8, 461 45, 671 

SNE cn hucdcheocsdincsescaskibceccaeatel 4, 780 | 10,300 | 72, 629 475, 513 

I 6 ac Dhaletic dniite sh usdoae dows 924 131, 880 3, 720 9, 400 124, 491 1, 613, 122 

iin diets ob ban 11, 143 461, 495 3, 300 8, 400 122, 728 1, 367, 669 
as chaswarcecesebos ten 7, 491 1, 835, 295 11, 800 15, 400 102, 053 1, 902, 827 
kate nam maitotinainntides 21, 532 2, 249, 342 105, 550 960, 750 93, 064 2, 432, 716 
le ctiintiitine stance 14, 963 1, 841, 396 20, 350 244, 200 143, 738 1, 949, 879 
September........... a--| .14,385 3, 014, 040 29, 605 224, 180 150, 492 1, 994, 003 
niet date eine, orm aanant 27, 869 4, 081, 354 22, 350 191, 500 152, 794 1, 504, 541 
November.............. 2, 096 402, 432 26, 000 260, 000 82, 927 610, 110 
PG. hhinataccoulscoaremnclasneneaabanaan 2, 485 3, 730 68, 448 421, 255 

Webel. csigcnesssisss- 100, 403 14, 017, 234 229, 940 1, 927, 860 |1, 121, 825 14, 317, 306 


92088—57—pt. 1_—-2 





MISSOURI BASIN WATER PROBLEMS 





Freight traffic on Missouri River—Continued 
KANSAS CITY TO OMAHA—Continued 


Commercial Sand, gravel, and Waterway-improvement 
crushed rock materials 


Tons Ton-miles ‘Tons ‘Ton-miles Tons ‘Ton-miles 


| | | | en | eee 











+ <n 

4, 890 ih hicinitinncibcacheahaniascaren 
De eT _.| 14,973 180, 729 
55, 335 363,740 | 70, 211 823, 519 
6, 000 72,000 | 132) 452 1, 368, 409 
48, 615 295,555 | 150, 225 1, 803, 663 
21, 700 238,700 | 108, 890 1, 551, 711 
38, 865 354,480 | 124, 244 | 1, 168, 818 
23, 600 236,000 | 196, 227 2, 285, 424 
27, 025 268,120 | 162,919 1, 729, 463 
ln dh conn bie tes 58, 534 390, 287 
Dihipedh = od nettetednwwvoinenh ite euceslie Amante cinkalaielpacseniiaicnd 117, 258 1, 074, 009 
226, 030 1, 840, 865 |1, 144, 933 12, 376, 032 
iene eeesnt pelt vig copes eR tn ak nal RR pe Oe as 13, 913 44, 821 
saanees chacishéhenennoeahiedetiticesndisesden..ahicked Wee 131, 752 
11, 145 115,325 | 71, 150 662, 770 
BE od ciateto tines and, ae 492,150 | 21, 700 246,000 | 201, 542 1, 468, 412 
ie ks 12, 872 1,329,023 | 27,075 287,475 | 180, 861 1, 849, 408 
i dilediesteenchuneies 16, 353 902,591 | 23, 500 305, 500 | 130, 133 1, 820, 740 
he peta heen 11, 321 453,015 | 27, 343 295,793 | 85, 440 1, 418, 549 
DUNG oo co. --d ane 4, 650 333, 694 | 32, 750 68,125 | 105, 482 2, 186, 065 
- September._.-------___- 29, 567 59,134 | 27, 850 234, 450 | 170, 163 2; 610, 899 
NE Tc titin dlevnntenne. 11, 988 26,486 | 45, 250 298, 450 | 200, 520 2, 118, 238 
in titi nas aa deouwene cabaleesediieendadions es Reppieapste ques 166, 065 768, 709 
I cline snince-nedatitieasss tans | 9, 355 | 9,355 | 197,700) 3, 480, 475 
NB icrclicccinnent 91, 918 3, 506,093 | 225,968 | 1, 860, 473 |1, 548, 832 18, 560, 838 

OMAHA TO SIOUX CITY 
374 3. 366 
937 46, 501 
11, 709 147, 030 
6, 358 69, 504 
1, 756 111, 004 
1, 843 20, 965 
24, 67 328, 044 
7, 237 149, 258 
1, 129 5, 645 
20, 240 164, 240 





76, 262 1, 045, 647 























555 37, 425 
33, 585 186, 719 
59, 395 134, 551 
40, 096 81, 407 
49, 986 108, 183 
58, 269 242, 381 
91, 998 604, 886 
73, 685 289, 802 
25, 791 107, 989 
433, 360 1, 793, 34 
16, 695 47, 820 
96, 311 319, 988 
127, 744 391, 135 
46, 816 199, 289 
31,924 101, 053 
33, 958 144, 615 
44, 98: 686, 566 
103, 007 299, 131 
51, 649 113, 119 
129, 680 433, 300 
682, 767 2, 736, 016 
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Freight traffic, by commodities 















[Tons] 
Com- | 
modity Commodity 1954 1955 1956 1 
code 

WOW) CORR scsiicecscpceannténtimdans tmecennnianstes 14, 585 12, 689 8, 430 
WEED TONE i cuninictontnsnncenceccopedanteceraes beck 52, 289 90, 157 114, 963 
Sn oi ara III I ORI a 5 ans ellen iene stole eed omeiiemeie 757 
ro ohR 8... She a eee Sore. 13, 402 1,490 6, 598 
110 | Animal feeds, not elsewhere classified... ..........|..-........--. 794 840 
200) LO, SO OR SER... cnesacanpanestessnresajeees ED Waracicabceonemnienediolixinsi dae colin 
ST WI le aires Pe ia saw reas atnilaepameeeeree 
200 | Rubber, crude, and allied gums 
i ll eae 
290 | Molasses, inedible..............-- 
300 | Cotton, unmanufactured__.............-.-.-.----- 
310 | Cotton semimanufactures- -...........-..-.--.---- 
OR 1: Darien and inte DOGG G evs cn ccitdenevecseweiaces 
335 | Vegetable fiber manufactures, not elsewhere classi- 

ein enrich cnigced tech aeaddeccn ae ean sae 1, 371 My WU El cccuensidenee 
nt BE eee Whi c Sam am teas malate foie bakin Seales Beale cee 140 
401 Rafted WN ian acho age o6bdnbiag conan dlaenineeed 9,175 11, 135 10, 345 
405 | Posts, poles, and piling......:...-..-......--.-- beds Laishintteia lap ane® TO Nelthlit tence 
408 | Wood manufacturing, not elsewhere classified -....|-.....----.--- Los iauntbotadseee 17 
OE {CA i cntnncdeland as asdecauybsaedomdsnatieiadinuntth bibipaipennnD lies aheieunniel 5, 613 
505 | Motor fuel and gasoline. ....................-..... 30, WEL ne Loa 26, 302 
BES 0: OOO! SE Bi ctttgnegpcctidgvecuencapertinn beans ETE oompcsine dan etiadeincectundiieaas 
520 | Petroleum products, not elsewhere classified_.:_.-- 11, 841 6, 451 54, 090 
SO | SABOSIONG, CUUBNEG,, ... .ccncnscnncoscuncencsncenté biwtidcdntise 8,007 470.2 
554 | Sand, gravel, crushed (eth 2iid ac. i eeaae | 267, 980 413, 525 791, 893 
601 | Pig et i a ah ea ed ae ee AEE: Deeceecntiinidischiiimen 
ek en I ei cnt satan nit wate ama 1,172 750 500 
603 | Iron, steel semifinished products---..............- 790 10, 706 266 
604 | Rolled, finished steel mill products_.............-. 96, 164 165, 417 46, 778 
GOS -1 PORTO COSCON CINE CORI oe one heme enmecbac leccecascocsnus 3, 701 1, 700 
606 | Tools and basic hardware---_...............-.--.- | BIG Inning cacnetmacnelanenede tele 
612 | Metal manufactures and parts, not elsewhere 

GIES. 0 sleek 5 80k ets, RE ne Lcstkivesies 200 23, 394 20, 391 
722 | Construction, mining machinery, parts_..........- 676 210 865 
TOR, 1 SIE PI acne cine ntiqueces deapyrsitbansacoelghecesanpuarsataneacehiae te 125 
7 DROCOS TOMI Go oi. har ccacethididebideenene ounces OD Bian idelbd i eeodbehs abet 
783 | Watercraft and parts................--............ Sy TE Ban cia dicen wh bn endeieeinian hdl tes 
SE 2 GRO BR a Fee Bes ne dbhnndiinetncbbétlnduntesinsnehthe 1, 106 1, 022 
829 | Industrial chemicals, not elsewhere classified _-_-_--- 60 : 500 20 
850 | Nitrogenous fertilizer materials_...............-...]...-.-----222-}-- eek 20 
859 | Fertilizer and materials, not elsewhere classified...|........-..... I Perintincten nmin 
900 | Commodities, not elsewhere classified ............- Lent enanergees : Tr Tipiacnineeneiee 
970 | Waterway improvement materials. -............-- | 2, 112, 196 | 2, 290, 732 3, 203, 486 

intl. sc. BUDS. -Breayoetisibs-eb dado 2, 677, 325 3, 139, 712 | 4, 311, 558 





1 Preliminary figures. 


3. Operations and maintenance charges for navigation projects in the Mis- 
souri Basin. 

In the Missouri Basin, projects which benefit navigation include the bank 
stabilization and navigation project from Sioux City to the mouth, and the Fort 
Peck, Garrison, Fort Randall, and Gavins Point Reservoirs on the Missouri 
River upstream from Sioux City. 

The total operation and maintenance costs for the bank-stabilization and 
navigation project, by fiscal years, have been as follows 


seit iit tineicinin ten ctinipynincninttplneniipngainallaer tpt de $7, 032, 551 
DI ihn ii tlt sap selene hier deli minlccetsaninshindnip dg tipiabah bliapiaiblaadessabains 6, 371, 245 
CR sists stein dngick conten ecth bitin nei unbi mane biapiainibaelentaetct 6, 238, 480 
Pirated BOE sa iahe cssceiced Lh epee aide piinindenllaelenaiemeede 3, 302, 600 


However, only a portion of these costs are chargeable to navigation, the 
remaining benefits method showed that 65.12 percent of the maintenance costs 
A cost allocation study of the project made in 1955 using the separable costs- 
remaining benefits method showed that 65.12 percent of the maintenance costs 
of the project were allowable to bank stabilization and 34.88 percent were 
allowable to navigation. This latter percentage has been used in estimating 
the portion of the above operation and maintenance costs chargeable to 
navigation. 
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The maintenance and operation costs of the main stem reservoirs chargeable 
to navigation, shown below, are directly from the district comptroller’s records. 
For the Fort Peck project this is on the premise of the Federal Power Commis- 
sion allocation of only specific costs to power with the other functions carrying 
the. entire joint costs. , 

On the basis of the above, the operation and maintenance charges to naviga- 
tion are shown in the following table: 


Navigation operation and maintenance 


Fiscal years 
1954 1955 1956 Ist half 1957 
I iii csc uncnntind coctinecuncundbbes $2, 452, 900 $2, 222, 300 $2, 176, 000 $1, 151, 900 
SRE | SE RRR: 125, 151 139, 062 250, 011 119,717 - ' 
Total...... aia lelahesieingitinceaucanesetesnietibrice 2, 578, 051 2, 461, 362 2, 426, 011 1, 271, 617 





4. Estimated savings to shippers resulting from the use of navigation projects 
in the Missouri Basin, broken down between commercial freight and movement 
related to Government projects. 

Estimated savings shown in the following table were based on river freight 
shown in the response to request 2. 

The savings for commercial tonnage on the Missouri River were estimated in 
the Missouri River division office based on the average savings per ton of com- 
mercial commerce derived from a complete study of navigation benefits made in 
1950, during which nearly 1,500 firms who were potential users of the waterway 
were contacted relative to current tonnages of various types of commerce adapt- 
able to waterway shipment, and origin and destination. To derive the savings: 
in shipping costs or benefits, commercial services were used to determine rail 
rates for the movements which were compared to estimated waterway rates. 
Only that tonnage which showed substantial savings-was included. On the basis 
of this study it was determined that 5 million tons of waterway commerce an- 
nually would probably develop within a reasonable period after completion of 
a dependable 9-foot channel. Total annual savings, credited to the Missouri 
River navigation projects for this movement, were estimated to be $15 million. 
The average unit savings per ton from this 1950 study, indexed to. current econo- 
mic levels, amount. to $3.06 per ton; and this unit value has been applied to the 
commercial freight movement in 1954, 1955, and 1956 to estimate savings to 
shippers in these years. 

The savings attributed to the barge movement: of waterway improvement 
materials (principally rock) are the estimated savings between the cost of barge 
movement as compared to truck haul. The rock is normally placed in the 
stablization structure directly from the barge but in most cases this is not 
possible with trucks, and rehandling of the rock is required. Rock can be trans- ' 
ported from quarries to the locations required by direct barge, by truck haul, or i 
by a combination of barge, truck and rail haul dependent upon the location of ' 
quarries in relation to the location of the work. The cost per ton-mile for hauling 
varies with the conditions involved. Experience with contracts for such work 
has shown savings by barge haul as compared to truck haul amount to from as 
little as 2 cents per ton-mile to over 8 cents per ton-mile. Approximate savings 
have been estimated as 5 cents per ton-mile in the section of the river from Kan- 
sas City to the mouth, 4%4 cents per ton-mile Omaha to Kansas City, and 3% 
cents per ton-mile Omaha to Sioux City. These savings are for transport costs 
and do not include placement costs, which would be higher for truck haul. 

The estimated savings for barge movement of sand and gravel cannot be 
readily obtained by comparison of barge movement costs to truck movement costs, 
since the predominant method of operation along the Missouri River involves 
barge movement from sources in the river to nearby loading piles. In the absence 
of comparable cost figures between barge and truck movement for producing 
sand and gravel, the estimated savings have been computed using the same unit 
ton-mile savings used for waterway improvement materials. Attention is in- 
vited to the fact that no allowance is made for the additional costs that would 
be involved were it necessary to utilize the sand and gravel producing areas im- 


. 
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mediately adjacent to suitable land facilities in lieu of utilizing the most pro- 


_ ductive location of suitable material. 


The savings by calendar years for the various types of movement on the 
Missouri River described above are as follows: 





1954 - 1955 1956 
Ceri THUNB, oon enced inccd odsietdindncddatedlonss $908, 000 $1, 330, 000 $954, 000 
RI NE NUE 6 shin ncn nsiiansadcontsnpdlesiaianakaane 84, 362 89, 111 109, 776 
Waterway improvement material_..................-.......-. 1, 062, 775 976, 272 1, 244, 877 
Web iis soi alee! 2, 055, 137 2, 395, 383 2, 308, 865 





In addition to the above, the operation of the main stem reservoirs for navi- 
gation is of considerable benefit on the Mississippi River between the mouth of 
the Ohio River and Alton, Ill, during the late summer and early fall of dry 
years such as 1955 and 1956, when natural flows are frequently at low levels. 
The benefits along the Mississippi River directly creditable to the supplementa- 
tion of low flows by releases from the Missouri River main stem reservoirs re- 
sult from the loadings to greater drafts made possible by the increased channel 
depths, and reductions in dredging and other-channel work. The actual Missis- 
sippi River savings creditable to Missouri River reservoir releases for navigation 
during 1955 and 1956 are shown below: , 


1955 1956 
eet CONG ois dhe He cbinedeeleo bd Liksbn nbhiedatlidlichtinntindbel $1, 777, 000 $1, 753, 000 
Savings in channel work-........- aacoouenhatiipaehihpanpuetiiaree atest 415, 000 631, 000 
ie Eins comndmimennccasiens sédiemadnatinonackibpedntelinmeiihneentdan ideal 2, 192, 000 2, 384, 000 


Thus the grand total navigation benefits resulting from operation of the Mis- 
souri River reservoirs and improvement of channel conditions on the Missouri 
are: 


1954 1955 1956 


4 | a | ee 


TERRAIN STNG a 0 0: ictctnnnccnkccnicntimciutiniciensanlal $2, 055, 137 $4, 587, 383 $4, 692, 865 


(Item 5, monthly operating reports of engineer projects, is avail- 
able in the files of the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee.) 


6. Original allocation of cost with respect to Corps of Engineers projects 
in the Missouri Basin and any subsequent changes. 


The first official cost allocation of Missouri Basin projects of the Corps was 
made by the Federal Power Commission for the Fort Peck project in April 1943. 
This alloéation was made pursuant to Public Law. 529, 75th Congress, which 
authorized installation of power in the Fort Peck project and assigned the re- 
sponsibility of allocation of cost to the Federal Power Commission. In their 
order (Docket No. IT 5770, April 20, 1943) the Commission found that cir- 
cumstances at that time made it impracticable to make an allocation of joint 
costs to power, and found that for the time being only specific costs to power, at 
that time amounting to $5,411,000, should be charged to power; specifically re- 
serving the right to reconsider the matter relative to appropriate allocation of 
joint costs to power. Subsequent to this data, official records for the Fort 
Peck project have limited the allocation of costs to power to the costs of 
facilities solely for power purposes. As of June 30, 1956, actual costs of fa- 
cilities at Fort Peck are allocated as follows: 


Allocated to pOWeP. ct Sea ee ee ae $15, 798, 991 
floented 06 Gtibbr TUncHONG onc resets ene 117, 175, 748 


Actaal total cast Jaume 80, 1900. ae icdcc neces 132, 974, 739 
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In the preliminary allocation studies summarized in the following sheets 
for all the reserviors in the Mississippi River main stem system, power is as- 
sumed to share an appropriate portion of the joint costs as determined by the 
operation studies and method of allocation used. The various allocations are 
identified in the following descriptions and on the accompanying tabulations by 
the dates of the studies. 

January 1950: This was an exploratory allocation of construction costs of 
Corps of Engineers reservoir projects on the main stem of the Missouri River, 
based on a tentative analysis of the use of facilities under ultimate conditions of 
basic development and operation. 

June 1950: This was an exploratory modification of the preceding analysis, 
of construction costs of Corps of Engineers reservoir projects on the main stem 
of the Missouri River, based on a tentative analysis of use of facilities for the 
period 1960-2010 assuming ultimate conditions of basin development and opera- 
tion by 1985. 

September 1951: The previous allocation study was revised to take into 
_ account current estimates of cost and revisions in specific costs of facilities. 
The revised exploratory allocations were based on the use of facilities method. 

October 1952: A report on preliminary cost allocation studies Missouri River 
main stem reservoirs dated October 1952 presented studies based on use of 
facilities, alternate justifiable investment, separable costs-remaining benefits, 
and incremental methods. Using the results of these studies as a guide, a 
tentative allocation of first cost was selected. : 

March 1953: In a revision of the October 1952 report completed in March 
1953 an allocation, based entirely on the separable cost-remaining benefit method 
was selected as appropriate. This is the first of the main stem cost allocations 
derived solely by the separable costs-remaining benefits method. All subse- 
quent allocations also are based on the separable costs-remaining benefits method. 

September 1953: The allocation of March 1953 was recomputed on the basis 
of revised estimates of cost, on 1953 price levels. 

September 1954: A new allocation study was prepared based on 1954 price 
levels, with some refinement in data. 

January 1956: The tentative allocations made in September 1954 were modi- 
fied in January 1956 to reflect the change in price level to July 1955 revisions 
in cost estimates to reflect actual costs of construction. i 

September 1956: A tentative allocation on 1954 price levels was prepared in 
September 1956 based primarily on the September 1954 allocation with respect 
to total costs and conditions but modified with respect to omission of navigation 
as a purpose of the (;avins Point Reservoir. 

January 1957: revision of the January 1956 allocation to reflect estimates 
on July 1956 price levels was made. 

With special reference to the costs allocated to power, it will be noted that in 
general there has been an increase through the whole series of allocations. This 
results principally from increasing sizes of power installations and general price 
level increases which have increased the costs of the projects. It will also be 
noted that by January 1957 the specific power costs (which serve no other pur- 
pose) amount to 42.1 percent of the total costs of the main stem projects. This 
large investment in power facilities and equipment is a very important factor in 
the 63.6 percent of total project costs being allocated to power. 

With reference to all of the cost allocations for the main stem system, it is 
to be specially noted that these are the results of a series of exploratory and 
preliminary studies, and that no final cost allocation for the Missouri River 
main stem reservoirs has yet been adopted by the Chief of Engineers. These 
preliminary allocations have all been made by the Missouri River division office 
of the Corps of Engineers, with some consultation with regional offices of the 
Bureau of Reclamation and Federal Power Commission, particularly since 1952. 
At the present time a very thorough allocation study, which was initiated in 
1956, is under way with active collaboration and participation of the Bureau 
and Commission. 
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Missouri River main-stem reservoirs—Allocation of first costs 
[In thousands of dollars] 
JANUARY 1950 


































































































Power 
Flood : Naviga- | Irriga- | Recre- Total 
control | Installa- tion tion ation 
tion Costs 
(kilowatt) 
i Wort TO a ac4so5sonqnescess) -sprwnven SB, O00 Pee eh ol are ndial omen ncnnhcs ated i ea a 
Specific costs............. © (Licoopeneeeas $17, 900 0 0 | $1, 500 $19, 400 
; Share of joint costs......- O27; GES . lanncactatoae $41, 125 $23, 500 | $35, 250 0 117, 500 
WOwccldacatensudche 7 TG bewaccdindie 59, 025 | 23, 500 35, 250 1, 500 136, 900 
=== EERE ee —= | — — 

GTI os nh cs pancrescsslecnxktignen 400, GEG Dirks occ noch c nnn nal senctalcaxcelbancneite 
Specific costs............. OC 2ee. Ticechenaiees | 61, 550 0 1, 250 67, 550 
Share of joint costs... ...-. Me BOO beenaddeduwies | 54, 145 30,940 | 46,410 0 154, 700 

—— ee 
NEL os tulbnoterescanis: Bj UOG: bicwaceeuuben |115, 695 30, 940 46, 410 1, 250 222, 250 
inn cial cabal - - a as D caiemmada saniacierifehchesihuknseiiaaans 
Specific costs............- Gee hcwcehetente |} 71,300 - 0 800 80, 900 
Share of joint costs. .....- TE GRO Licecdsieavous 62, 055 35, 460 53, 190 0 177, 300 
ee Sk. See) 1 133, 355 35,460 | 53,190 | 800 | 258, 200 
—— Saat a j SESS = SSS 

te teminence stan ceteleds aes FO Either ccc cccnncac loon 
Specific costs...........-.} @ heisaiscaae 42, 824 0 0 200 43, 024 
Share of joint costs.....-.- ©. . Acumen 0 0 0 

Re ieunibshnamiinnnad 0 . Ainnuamsaiiaas 42, 824 2G 0 200 | 43, 024 

Fort Randall... ............- asia iid a 320, 000 S iticsiaced al cbltt sled I oes erudisliis- pani Lencn ati ws 
Specific costs..........--.- 3 ee £ 64, 000 0 0 1,140 67, 140 
Share of joint costs. ....-- ee | 41,965 | 23,980 35, 970 0; 119,900 

ictal nadsatee SAGOE. .; Manctrssctssinaibs l105,965 | 23,080} 35,070 1,140| 187,040 

Gavins Point................-|....-- oak SAME eects S sdih eb lncnntestih saan tneueianaaes 
Specific costs... .......... Se 17, 400 0} 0; 1,000 18, 400 
Share of joint costs_.....-. QO. Bescsinciibis | 18, 485 0 0 0 | 25, 325 

SE akaconmannesenn GND... beicconsaiann | 35, 885 0 0} 1,000 43, 725 

OG ciireccshctitinss tianlian .-| 1,450,000 |.......-.. Sarre Saale So dept tnon-aiiaiikains 
Specific costs............. A ~~ Licinpianiuaninnnicasd |274, 974 0 | 0 5, 890 296, 414 
Share of joint costs......- PER Oe. fan catieBeunin |217, 775 113, 880 170, 820 | 0 594, 725 

om —— -—— 
iis Shans uta tne tiienehaiaae SEs EE. Uediavh ara winainnis 492, 749 113, 880 170, 820 5, 8 | 891, 139 
| | | | i 





JUNE 1950 


















































rs l 
i Share of joint costs. ....-- OI CGP - heccccicchus 41, 125 | $29, 375 | $29, 375 0 117, 500 
eh a edbiinidnntbets SUORD... Risacccacdis 59, 025 29, 375 | 29, 375 1, 500 136, 900 
ili Siceenans s tiadtihdans su, « AMUN ABI ASA I aa aa | aeadiless saab. 
k Specific costs............- IDE Prensetnsnes } 61, 55 0 0} 1,250 67, 550 
' Share of joint costs......- MPG.  feccecenwdids | 54, 145 38, 675 38, 675 0 154, 700 
5 RE | See 27, 955 paaiaita eae wane 115, 695 38, 675 38, 67. 1,250 | 222,250 
} i cingcnsnirncvniliaaiiaiaties O08. B02. 1.1 nussnonsiiiitiinnsinsanle L. nenmcetfocaciihatalees 
' pear Cs thdbnocennu ee ae ie 71, 300 0 0 800 80, 900 
j Share of joint costs....... yO a eee 62, 055 44,325 | 44,325 0 177, 300 
| eee ik mee: Lika. 133, 355 44,325 | 44,325 | 800 | 258, 200 
Sat... sence] a ae ene 
ii ccenedt: | OO *Rincsaannens 42, 824 0 | 0 200 43, 024 
' re OF peees GOGtS el -  @ - -hicdcnsceduns 0 0 0 0 
aE se 42, 824 0 | 0 200} 43,024 








18 MISSOURI BASIN WATER PROBLEMS 





Missouri River main-stem reservoirs—Allocation of first costs—Continued 
(In thousands of dollars] 
JUNE 1950—Continued 







































































Power 
Flood Irriga- | Recre- Total 
control Installa- tion tion ation 
tion Costs 
(kilowatt) 
ict b cuisines edema ciel emaroneddteseneceslaciadiatiaie 
Specific costs............. Sa $64, 000 0 0 | $1,140 $67, 140 \ 
8 of joint costs....... RAGE. ©. lecadeebonman 41, 965 $29, 975 $29, 975 0 119, 900 ‘ 
bcd naciitcceene GRR enti 105, 965 29, 975 29, 975 1, 140 187, 040 } 
ica cnet ineiidltniia Baaiimeninamiien EE dn nceeekn Loneseishenanabe 
oy eee O  Baenctia ike. 17, 400 0 0| 1,000 18, 400 
8 of joint costs....... OO Backed 18, 485 0 0 0 25, 325 
IO ak hi ctaida des Bem ha 35, 885 0 0 | 1, 000 43, 725 
I si ig I 
Specific costs............. fl ee eerie 274, 97 0 0 5, 890 296, 414 
Share of joint costs....... MEER, lbcoswiddadbom 217, 775 142, 350 142, 350 0 594, 725 
TOE. sctectndbindiined a | an ee 492, 749 142, 350 142,350 | 5,890 891, 139 
SEPTEMBER 1951 
i einedierennectncncconcer 165, 000 | a i sscall anki nanipeienenintinniinmame Rian tain 
Specified costs_........... Re ametc ca |$35, 267.6 0 0 $950 $36, 217.6 
Share of joint costs....... $18, 182. 4 |............ 42, 200 $30,150 | $30,150 0 1 120, 682. 4 
OIE dhclemnniinninones: TEE Viemiitoc sees 77, 467.6 30, 150 30, 150 950 156, 900 
Cd Sige Fea SURO Bi disrnial chaleeskcd Iecensncinen t iadine ss MiB kas ois 
Specific costs............. OR  Biibckccmities 51, 300 0 0 719 55, 769 
Share of joint costs....... SR GES~ leenncccaccun 83, 200 59, 500 59, 500 0 237, 826 
etd Bin thie mee 4 134, £00 | 59,500 | 59,500 | 719 | 298, 595 
i 4 Sen Ce eae 
oMgpecii a SG» Wincadeensoen 114, 625 800 125, 425 
Share of joint costs....... SEO: Tiewnntensetcs 67, 200 48, 000 48, 000 0 192, 075 
SE TEE mee }-.... ce 825 | 48,000} 48,000 800 | 317,500 
I iio iD eek. I A rtiitininndpnscitaacd Ss allah Nina lies MUR 
pecifie MOI, i senittsioniintl De acai aude 49, 300 0 0 200 | ° 49,500 
Share of joint costs......-  . Eedeteamsaninen 0 0} 0 
IES iii icictinnntincitinintinn Oe 49, 300 | 0 200 49, 500 
I eho dictncnecageiodinem abana 320,000 |.....----- ce ee ee ee | 
— OURS... 6.2.08 SOO [ncaa 61, 800 0 0} 1,000 65, 800 ' 
Share of joint costs....... SEED Minissingsines 46, 000 32,900 | 32, 900 0} 131,500 : 
SS ' 
TR ikon Smet } nu. 107,800 | 32,900] 32,900] 1,000| 197,300 i 
| cnmeennernnes eeneneee tesmentners 
I TI i ids deiinitdin Discimnnnbinial I i IMEI «lise cipncnitemrnitie Nintnhiiinenbitinis te owen mete seni haiti ' 
_ Se Seat D  cmadsimilarsien 31, 444 0 0 750 32, 194 
Share of joint costs....... TOME Peowichbednda 21, 150 0 0 0 28, 980 
TO, ins chccisdtissinas TAME .bincddiliiine 52, 594 0 0 750 61, 174 
Bias BR a a 
™ Spe Gein batcbbitinbans M70. hss ae 1343, 736. 6 0 0; 4,419. 364, 905. 6 
Share of joint costs.....__| SSI 4 Linadccsdin<e |259, 750 170, 550 | .170, 550 0 711, 063. 4 
utah vio dd. = OU 4 fu diinsane |603, 486. 6 170, 550 170, 550 4,419 | 1,075, 969 
| 
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Missouri River main-stem reservoirs—Allocation of first costs—Continued 
[In thousands of dollars] 
OCTOBER 1952 






















































































Power 
Flood Naviga- | Irriga- | Recre- Total 
control Installa- tion tion ation 
tion Costs 
(kilowatt) 

FO osecbhiinccGudesennstcdwiacence TOR, bcc cakenonlapcncpanleyaennnabelesdmmaaetetemmenacenn 
Specific costs.........--.. Ba 2 2 Fado napenieceae $37, 370 0 0 $380 | $38,450 
Share of joint costs......- PR! itenieemennal 44, 830 $23,100 | $29, 400 0 118, 183.7 

ne i Ss 0 Mines ceemcinanal 82, 200 23, 100 29, 400 380 156, 633. 7 
== =—————S———— SS 
ae Coalcameeastee SED Foca ethan o« sti bcanecagelcponesonmeeeiemelaemmnee 
Specific costs............. Malet 6 fcdaoaepnncns 76, 460 0 0 790 80. 370 
Share of joint costs....... Ry ce 84, 800 43, 800 56, 000 0 224, 684 
aia a i ete a 

i ee cecal 
Specific costs 
Share of joint costs 

Beialveticccsstasonseed 

Be Bie cnecccecsec 
Specific costs 
Share of joint costs 

Ds Si ntageensinee 

WOES TN, noccncadbaccbalecessgasks ; 
Specific costs.......... oul a. dedancmeacned 66, 900 0 0 200 70, 200 
Share of joint costs......- ay TOO Lidecctssstan 48, 300 25, 200 32, 000 0 128, 285 

a ccittccctbastasesl BAGO: -liccscnccctce 115, 200 25, 200 32, 000 200 198, 485 

Gavins Potato... sabi sss sah cc eke ei NOG OED fecccqannentascccuduodihdeccndentobauarenaunatiiitecas 
Specific costs............- ie eee enon 25, 521 0 0 500 30, 021 
Share of joint costs......- BO facncckctscnd 24, 535 0 0 0 30, 034 

DOR ag cichictcengacense OEP. Eicescicddves 50, 056 0 0 500 60, 055 

OM Si nnccdctict. lie sh BOOED Livvcnccsacfic adel annnses UIE, 
Specific costs............- ae fcdonuneconae 371, 151 0 0| 3,050 384, 051 
Share of joint costs. ...... Pea VGtLY loccccabadusk 286, 765 136, 100 173, 300 0 728, 946.7 

TOC. cdcctdedscesscaas 3OB GEL. 7-facccegescsas 1°87, 916 | 136, 100 173,300 | 3,050 |1, 112, 997.7 
MARCH 1953 
| | 

OE a an ecee Cc cccalabeeaectel "Seay taken ecs tebeaun he cee eres EEE «AR 
s $38, 111 0 0} $453 | $39,264 
Share of joint costs | 53, 728 $17, 293 | $19, 875 0 117, 379 

| 91,839 | 17,293 19, 875 453 | 156, 634 

es hE i me he eae ee | 400, 000 OT Ue + bs At bechicetask Seta beeen eee ee 
apestte MO cot kns  e ee hetede oe | 76, 460 0 790 80, 370 
Share of joint costs......- MEE Bloc eet dead | 92, 398 32, 739 37, 628 0 224, 684 
ai csiccniecaclataid | 65,035 |_.__.........|168, 862 | 32,739 | 37,628 | 790} 305,054 

Oggi ie otto 3 cco ctl “Me bh sescuee as casa Pepe MOE 
Specific costs.....-.------ BEC a Ra eon: 1108, 744 | 0 0)‘. 0 | 112, 249 
Share of joint costs_...... OEUee iath oo cceee 81, 828 38, 667 44, 442 + 0 214, 521 

aN  nargeneeiemmnpnsomaay easement —} 
Peed ht bh St ter}... =. 8 ..|190,572 |. 38,667| 44,442 | 6+ 326,770 
——S—_—= ——|= S——SSS= | §oE—@_—L—lDa=SBB 

ie cess ctcpascstaacennces 190 0 |:.....5<<< Sse cae Mie ees eae Re reer 
Specific costs............. O “Csacccaceey | 65,500 | 0 0 500 6, 000 
Share of joint costs....... _ i) Seer wo 0 0 0 0 . 

| BD. Beer eee | 65,500 | 0 o| 500 | 66, 000 4 
+ —_—_—) = —= 
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Missouri River main-stem reservoirs—Allocation of first costs—Continued 



















































































[In thousands of dollars] 
MARCH 1953—Continued 
Power 
Flood Naviga- | Irriga- | Recre- Total 
control Installa- tion tion ation 
tion Costs 
(kilowatt) 

ON gin on a Lope men Et ota, sa cnncldescecdeth-osscausienedaaaimadan 
Specific costs............. eee” “Es. hare $79, 100 0 0 $361 $82, 665 
Share of joint costs...__.- RE, 0 Fa ddiimmme ame 43, 434 $17, 669 $20, 308 0 115, 820 

iaecsunasesesinsientarsel ce dittitthalliiiialbtiss Avtieensiatlpsiinsiemnmmatasiel mmeatiaaattindactatiiaseiesl dacitiaminacats snanhannleditiitiehante 
a i ene ice tne cccmmana 1122, 534 | 17,669] 20,308| 361 | 198, 485 

I rnc ecu tau ccsenice 16 00 bu. a el ol goats - 
Specific costs............. Rep eee 32, 365 0 0 0 32, 365 
Share of joint costs_.....- Ms Bid aceienmiines 20, 087 0 0 0 27, 690 

. ae ee x iin weetegerntoni 52, 452 0 0 0 60, 055 
ee ~ 1, 630,000 |... a Ba Egg alae " 
Specific costs............. See 8... cit ake 400, 280 0 0} 2,104 412, 913 
Share of joint costs_...__- REED. Betdownuenmenmael 291, 479 106, 368 122, 253 0 700, 085 
stat dass» scna-Gheaioebes I ..1a sou naieninal 691, 759 106, 368 122, 253 2, 104 | 1, 112, 998 
SEPTEMBER 1953 
‘ a 7 oi ies ; 
ik chckiktln ths accncalicciencess 7 es a | a aire Ts ain a ie eee aw tases 
Specific costs...........-- BIND. Asecccsnudics $38,837 | 0 0 $454 $39, 991 
Share of joint costs....-- 99,600. |... nncnce 53,460 | $17,379 | $19,974 0} 117,422 
a lekinikiswonn ceuieekine NS denieantios obi 92, 297 17, 379 19, 974 454 157, 413 

GEE, oie n siti ialsicbtintlen 400, 000 |.....- ariel atl a es aie Sadticpa $pikgien aoe 
Specific costs............-. EE Rie wennitciens 75, 397 0 0 776 79, 293 
Share of joint costs_.....- EY la ncanemid 93, 895 32, 822 37, 724 0 226, 521 

Wb ihtanenidsbiocansn EE Aadicnbbiusee 169, 292 32, 822 37, 724 776 305, 814 
ik a GA No cesicccsns i aN as oT AE at 
ee UR ici uaceicenes 8,680 |-.------2.4-|112, 893 0 0 0 116, 573 
Share of joint costs......- | EA cconeneneen 85, 628 40, 280 46, 296 0 223, 827 
PEs wilicncwndeddoukiek BEG.  ccncibekin 198, 521 40, 280 46, 296 0 340, 400 
OG OU i int hes nlc Uebaiad an ceccnadhshac.dlethaswrconne neces tains 
Specific costs.........-... ee eS ee 68, 775 0 0 0 68, 775 
Share of joint costs. ....-- O: "Sasncosscannd 0 0 0 
NE so aigisiakicsaaieosceh Wy <<: Bdintieeanedeced 68, 775 0 0 0 68, 775 
ee Tn ied ee E Loccks URE) peates Al he calls 
Specific costs............- Ane icboontencll 78, 567 0 273 82, 044 
Share of joint costs. ...... SEE: 22 Incocunpecuee 44, 021 17, 677 20, 317 0 116, 441 








Specific costs............- 10, 704 
Share of joint costs......-. 182, 341 
PE bisnesindthise ad's 193, 045 





ee aa 405, 181 
ees 744 108, 158 
cs dchaliad 703, 925 108, 158 | 


0 
124, 311 0 


124, 311 | 1, 503 





recta T 


Sate 
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Missouri River main-stem reservoirs—Allocation. of first costs—Continued 


[In thousands of dollars] 















































































































































SEPTEMBER 1954 
Power 
Flood Naviga- | Irriga- | Recre- Total 
control Installa- tion tion ation 
tion Costs 
(kilowatt) 

SN a a I a TOG, OO Fiivo dion betccncnckspavertbecieseenaueell 
Specific costs............- SIO0 .. Liinccaumeiel $39, 853 0 0 $500 $41, 053 
Share of joint costs.....-- DRONES Lastnc totalled | 45, 047 $14,800 | $35, 300 0 117, 247 

| —__ --- —-——— 
TE Oth cccbikcnn ces TRO bocce | 84, 900 14, 800 35, 300 500 a 158, 300 

SOs ons ccs nnntesiantiehaie 400, 000 mins ei sil is gun gsniasidhsn Relist uateenaac tania L Saktepeadleanth 
Specific costs............. ETS. Eewanteaauee 86,391 | 0 0 1, 200 93, 504 
Share of joint costs....... SG ik .de- 77, 309 25, 500 60, 700 0 201, 496 

date Gecukadeacuaen ae ee ee 163, 700 25, 500 60, 7 1, 200 295, 000 

OBR ececaenicncocecciisenncnnalitaseinssasl {> RAAND tates emetilkcieteiten di cotati ian eee 
Specific costs............. Baee  biecccnibcu 1118, 017 0 0 400 123, 717 
Share of joint costs_....-- SG 0 fs ee 89, 483 29, 400 70, 300 0 233, 083 

DN ie i oa tig ds Mts Lica 207,500 | 29,400| 70,300}  400| 356,800 

= — {= —— —-[ — — — = —-= 

SOE CL han cance ace ee ok 120, Ota be escola cree etree 
cific costs............- D ... Fedpuatibate ale | 71, 500 0 0 0 71, 500 
Share of joint costs... wT  Ensaumneoenan 0 0 0 0 0 
UES iia coches © hese | 71, 500 0 0} -0| 71,500 

ne i Ni ~~ $20,000 |..-..... isc apenas ep 
Specific SR Raeddsesies Tan. Ledecaptinbaaedee | 77, 282 0 0 500 81, 011 
Share of joint costs... bites aiding / ey eo | 62,618 20, 6007 0 0 113, 989 
Wk cnscesahadevness Mae. bi... 1139, 900 20, 600 | 03} 500} 195,000 

Gavins Point......-.-.o--02-|--0--- |) RO eee Pins -aaghacee area - 
Specific costs............. ©. -_Achestaceaanel 25, 281 0 0 600 25, 881 
Share of joint costs...-- Wie Ebene | 14, 919 4, 900 o| oO} 27,119 

| - —_— —| 

Tiiiicacseesposonase 700 Lee 40, 200 4, 900 | 0! 600} 53,000 
oi... stmentang uence ee 1, 530, ‘000 Denies oe bisianceen ge ; Ban 3 UA a 

_—- ited mcimasti ee Rn 1418, 324 0 0| 3,200 436, 666 

are of joint costs......- tO oe |289, 376 95, 200 166, 300 0 692, 934 

i scaiinsph-psemeee RM, Lp sccccaad 707,700 | 95,200 | 166, 300 | 3,200 | 1, 129, 600 

' — 
JANUARY 1956 

368, COUN eis diccneade Rien si atlas 

dicclientten $40, 671 0 $500 $41, 871 

steeeth 44, 429 $15, 700 | $35, 300 0 117, 229 

We ee Gileceutccedé Ree... Fadecubeanaes 85, 100 -15, 700 35, 300 500 159, 100 

a iis ccctitintikinutinweiBicnamaied 400, 000 |._...----- Fo cacencreas A tiatsdess uae een 
Specific costs............. BGG Baden cuca 92, 783 0 0; 1,000 99, 285 
Share of joint costs __.---- SO 11... 73, 817 26, 000 58,7 0 194, 715 

Os atkhicocdeCese5ss Gewese Vosssslcaee 1166, 600 26, 000 58, 700 1,000 294, 000 

QO ii ities tanmdiitemiinicetiiatsdeses GAG CUD ha ass 5 bien edad cane antintelicnsseenaiennene 
Specific costs...........-- Bee bnsncntnare 130, 410 0 0 900 136, 528 
Share of joint costs... .-.- BS 1.65 eek 82, 590 29, 100 65, 7 0 217, 972 

RR a thin died RSs 45, 800 on --|213,000 | 29,100 | 65,700 900 354, 500 
Sie RAR hoe 5 RaSSe WF CO aos dessa ct hess Bye dieg cred 
Specific costs............- Dix abatbaeans 73, 000 0 0 0 73, 000 
e of joint costs.--....- G -Evesdsenacance 0 0 0 0 
Bnicéteakamcacennats a ASR 73; 000 0 0 | 0 73, 000 
= = =—_ oo ‘ 
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Missouri River main-stem reservoirs—Allocation of first costs—Continued 
[In thousands of dollars] 
JANUARY 1956—Continued 





Power 
Flood Naviga- | Irriga- | Recre- Total 
control Installa- tion tion ation 
tion Cos 
(kilowatt) 
Ne NE isc cicapccsseclacnpentese 320, 000 |..-.- dll a caiaid natasha abe pains Wibigingshctoudehenn woiins 
Specific costs...........-. MOR leccccdhabuaes $75, 933 0 0 $500 $79, 787 
246 0 109, 513 






189, 300 











System 
Specific costs............- MATTE Negcccubeeent 437, 891 0 0 3, 200 455, 865 
Share of joint costs. .....- PCED Nebanatendesn 278, 709 91, 700 | $159, 700 0 667, 035 
UN cetatnceeeneeins NOG TOO Ninencdeasses 716, 600 91,700 | 159,700 | 3,200 | 1,122,900 








RN i ak tid iia acne teinih ie naesincaiain 


Specific costs 
Share of joint costs 

















Be ittineninoice ‘ethinntnebaile 48, 700 
Big Bend 
Specific costs 
Share of joint costs 
Total 
I iin nncemcbidanesnone EE bth tac 
Specific costs_...........- MP | hodeccdacuden 77, 300 0 0 500 81, 000 
Share of joint costs....... GE Has. nobebukes 61, 800 0 0 0 114, 000 
WO bie wcecdsiiiin See! 1... LA. 139, 100 21, 800 0} 500 195, 000 
onan ee 
Specific costs............- OS  Andecnsbuain 25, 300 0 0 600 25, 900 
Share of joint costs......- 8000 © j.....scduia. | 18, 200 0 0 0 27, 100 
ie cect 
etal. i Mi. 4.8 Se. eete*: 1.5...005222 | 43, 500 0 0 600 | 53,000 
REI SAREE SEEING: & we ehtiotareais RIEL DEO Ti uso ishcdoccctkestoonsiees PIES A 
Specific costs............. BNO | hd edad 418, 200 0 0| 3,200 436, 600 
Share of joint costs......- DERPONO lndoceisuasen 289, 500 95,200 | 166,300 0 693, 000 








| 








nS “2 RR 
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Missouri River main-stem reservoirs—Allocation of first costs—Continued 
{In thousands of dollars] 
JANUARY 1957 





Power 
Flood “| Naviga- | Irriga- | Recre-| Total 
control Installa- tion tion ation 
tion Costs 
(kilowatt) 











RAG Fn cacdsndenndcndoselitcersuke Bly COS lnndnsdnt baacdanangubiapdandannieabbinnadaummamaiaial 
oe OND ict dkaddct OS 75, 600 0 0 0 75, 600 
Share of joint costs....... @ | Lwccustteeae 0 0 0 0 0 

Total. .<ddiccariiedisus hs snainiwi 75, 600 0 0 0 75, 600 

FOR ddim denise bercinpacvne Se, CEE 1 vsncctniertislerell oicbinrestncsicnte bacipiiatgebtele abbas Agana 
Specific costs............. ee Ruse naeereae 74, 841 0 0 400 78, 630 
Share of joint costs......- TE TES © Bisccaduiudua 54, 059 22, 100 0 0 107, 070 

NE SUR... Livasncrnnaandl 128, 900 22, 100 0 400 185, 700 

Gav ins Paltinia cineseasiuectabocnssivix DOD GID Bie ane dudendcbeinsicndeeleriasdacou basses tenses 
Specific costs..........<-. D« Jecucemunentan 22, 289 0 0 600 22. 889 
Share of joint costs....... Wiene hese eaes 15, 911 0 0 0 24, 911 

Dotal.. s<<ssnsvemeiacssie 90001 Disantwctudde 38, 200 0 0 600 27, 800 

sin sideteticnentndtdanicibenmeiiied 1, 707, COO 1. on crecaclecncanksectaiinitn dat anbaaaeoneedatle 
Specific costs............. BB, Bee tach eek 483, 393 0 10, 658 3, 100 512, 404 
Share of joint costs....... SOE. , ice rpehnde \245, 007 93, 800 152, 242 630, 896 
NIWUE. datudstvckitadeea 205, 00 | Fic 728, 406 93,800 | 162,900 | 3,100 | 1, 143,300 





DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
: Washington, D. C., May 1, 1957. 
Hon. James BE. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Murray: This is in reply to a telephone request from a member 
of the staff of your committee on April 30, 1957, for information on the estimated 
traffic submitted to Congress at the time the Missouri River Channel stabiliza- 
tion and navigation project was being considered for authorization, 

House Document No. 214, 76th Congress, Ist session, which recommended 
that the authorized 6-foot navigation project on the Missouri River should be 
increased to a 9-foot channel project indicated that commercial traffic of only 
600,000 tons per annum would justify the increased cost of a 9-foot channel; 
and estimated that about 12 million tons of freight per annum might be attracted 
to water transportation on a 9-foot channel on the Missouri River from Sioux 
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City, Iowa, to the mouth. The 12-million-ton figure was selected from a review 
of earlier forecasts. Between 1926 and 1939 several forecasts of potential river 
traffic had been made by various organizations. Those surveys indicated a 
traffic potential of from 8 million to 12 million tons for the river below Sioux 
City, and some of the surveys indicated traffic in excess of this amount for only 
portions of the waterway. 

In 1950 the Missouri River division of the Corps of Engineers, with the assist- 
ance of experts from the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors conducted 
a complete study and thorough analysis of potential commerce and navigation 
benefits for the 9-foot channel project on the Missouri River from Sioux City to 
the mouth. On the basis of this study it was concluded that 5 million tons of 
commercial traffic annually could be expected to develop in the Missouri River 
within a reasonable period after completion of construction of the 9-foot channel 
project. Navigation benefits estimates since 1950 have been based on a 20-year 
development period, after completion of construction, during which traffic will 
increase progressively to the 5-million-ton level; although this increase will 
undoubtedly continue, no further increase in tonnage after that date has been 
claimed for purposes of benefit evaluation. ‘Construction on the project is 
scheduled for completion to provide a full 9-foot channel depth by the mid-1960’s. 
At the present time, navigable depths are limited to 614 to 7 feet from the 
mouth to Kansas City, and 6 to 6% feet on upstream to Omaha. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. L. PERSON, 
Brigadier General, USA, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 


UnrtTep STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AF FAIRS, 
April 5, 1957. 
Hon. Frep A. SEATON, 
Secretary of the Interior, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Secretary: There has been transmitted to Congress joint resolutions 
of the Montana and South Dakota Legislatures which, in effect, allege violation 
of the letter and spirit of the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment as a result of 
release in recent years of upper Missouri Basin water for navigation, mis- 
management of power generation and distribution, and consequent impending 
power shortage in the area. 

Pursuant to these legislative memorials, the Interior and Insular Affairs Com- 
mittee will hold hearings May 1 and 2, to hear witnesses from the upper Missouri 
Basin States. We would apprecite your having present at those hearings 
representatives qualified to answer questions of committee members. - Will you 
please supply us, by April 25, the following material : 

1. Copies of monthly operating reports for generating plants on the 
Missouri River and its tributaries, beginning with April 1954 including the 
record of power sales and data on water storage releases. 

2. Bureau plans for purchasing power or making interchangeable arrange- 
ments to firm additional power or otherwise meet further commitments in 
the Missouri Basin. 

3. List of preference customers in the Missouri Basin and amounts of 
power requested by them which could not be supplied. 

4. List of nonpreference customers with a brief statement of the principal 
features of their contract, including quantities of power involved and rates. 

5. Summary of power sales at Canyon Ferry Dam, quantities of power 
wheeled from Canyon Ferry to preference customers, indicating cost of 
wheeling. 

6. Original allocation of cost with respect to all Bureau of Reclamation 
projects in the Missouri Basin, and any subsequent annem, 

We will greatly appreciate your cooperation. 

Sincerely yours, 


JAMES B. Murray, Chairman. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., April 26, 1957. 
Hon. JAmMEs BD. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR MurRAy: Pursuant to your request of April 5, 1957, there are 
submitted herewith the following data of the Bureau of Reclamation, referenced 
to the numbered items in your letter: 

1. (a) Monthly operating reports, form PO&M 59, April 1954 to March 
1957, inclusive, for the following powerplants : 


Angostura Lingle Marys Lake 
_ Canyon Ferry’ Heart Mountain Polehill 
Boysen Shoshone Pilot Butte 
Kortes Estes Alcova 
Guernsey Flatiron —- Seminole 


(b) Monthly recapitulation of energy sales and income, form PO&M 614, 

April 1954 to March 1957, inclusive, for the reporting areas of: 

North Platte River District 

Fort Peck 

Missouri River Basin, western division 

9 tate River Basin, eastern division 

Plans for obtaining supplemental power to meet Bureau of Reclama- 
tio commitments in the Missouri River Basin. 

8. (a) Allottees not receiving firm power service as of March 31, 1957. 

(b) Firm power applications of preference-type customers in the Mis- 
souri Basin power marketing area that have not been granted. 

4, Bureau of Reclamation power contracts with non-preference-type cus- 
tomers in the Missouri River Basin power marketing area. 

5. Summary of power sales and wheeling from the Canyon Ferry power- 
plant and of wheeling charges paid. 

6. Statement on Missouri River Basin project cost allocations including: 
(a) Economic analysis, Missouri River Basin project, revised April 
1955. 

(b) Power system average rate and repayment study, September 1956. 
(c) Missouri River Basin project payout study, December 1955. 

The further division of data submitted on PO&M 61A under item 1, to reflect 

the separation of energy sales into firm and nonfirm categories, requested by 


Mr. Lineweaver by telephone to the Bureau of Reclamation, will be submitted 
as soon as available. 


Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 
(Item 1, the monthly operating reports on Bureau of Reclamation 
projects in the Missouri Basin, is available in the files of the Interior 


‘and Insular Affairs Committee. ) 


PLANS FOR OBTAINING SUPPLEMENTAL POWER To Meret BurREAU OF RECLAMATION 
COMMITMENTS IN THE Missouri River BASIN 


In 1954 allotments of firm power were made to preference customers for the 
eastern area of the eastern division of the Missouri River Basin, equal to 100 
percent of estimated 1958 requirements except in southern Minnesota, eastern 
Nebraska, and western Iowa where the allotment was 50 percent of such esti- 
mated requirements. No definite allotments were made in the western area of 
the eastern division or the western division, but instead contracts were author- 
ized based upon the needs of the preference customers through 1956. Sub- 
sequently, for the area west of Fort Peck and for the western division the 
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1956 date was extended through 1959, and for the area east and southward of 
Fort Peck, generally in Montana, such date was extended through 1958. 
Owing to the fact that several of the main stem powerplants would be under 
construction during the period of 1954-58, the Bureau is providing for variable 
interim contract rates of delivery based upon need until the maximum author- 
ized contract rate of delivery is reached. In the area west of Fort Peck and 
in the western division interim rates of delivery are being used until January 
1, 1960, when the full authorized contract rate of delivery will be effective. 
Due to the extended drought since 1954, the requirements of reservoir filling, 


the requirements for downstream navigation releases, and the winter icing con- . 


dition operations on the river, precise forecasting of power and energy to be 
available in any year is impossible. Because of these unknown factors, it 
has not been practicable to begin service to some customers as early as had 
been anticipated, since once starting service the Bureau believes it highly de- 
sirable that such service should be continued. The unpredictability of adverse 
conditions has made it necessary that the Bureau provide means whereby 
additional energy may be secured from other sources. 

In order to meet customer requirements under less than favorable power 
and energy availability conditions, the Bureau of Reclamation has made inter- 
connections with other power suppliers including both public and privately 
owned systems. To the extent practicable, arrangements have been made for 
the purchase of offpeak steam generated energy in order to conserve water for 


peaking requirements. Arrangements have also been made for interchange - 


of energy including some arrangements for interchange of Bureau summer hydro 
energy for winter steam energy. The Bureau believes that by means of such 
arrangements it will have available power and energy to meet its contract com- 
mitments as they from time to time exist. 

Preliminary estimates of power and energy capabilities by the Corps of En- 
gineers and the Bureau for the winter of 1958-59 indicate that there will be 
sufficient power and energy to enable the Bureau to supply in full the power 
- allocated to customers in the 1954 power allocation plan. 


Allottees not receiving firm power service as of Mar. $1, 1957 


Allottee 
North Dakota: gh ine sn 
Municipalities : (kilowatta) 
NN ee a alias teissnablaipomnithng dnaitesce aos 1, 000 
NNeee enn nee nee eee enn e eee ee en en ee aches inaseimearentbmammnemses 2, 735 
Nene een eee ee ee Oe snick ete cocpulilaninadebinicnpabshiantisioniintia 
Other preference-type customers: 
nr OUTS) PION CLIN a ack cess abate en aschapahallinmeabin 7, 975 
South Dakota: 
Municipalities: 
NN ek rk is ain eslhlitabllle tlateniesieenbicnbinninenen 220 
a ih a sl emeeiinleserenegle A475 
Other preference-type customers: c 
ee UR UID TIL is a cecpnemepenestncepimmie 750 
Bente et Both Tut said ad ad td eww mitts 8, 340 
enn SPN RI ia cn isdn ebieketo nein tm lnnenineneenemenenenenies 3, 200 
Minnesota : 
Rural electric cooperatives: 
I i ial ts a lh emenemingeingpis Oh OO 
Central Minnesota__..._---__--- a ee cate aseh as 2, 000 
Nee ence eee ee eee caidarmeembegnnnmmmen 4, 200 
i aati n cities ancaduahengnenmiaiaies 615 
Neen eee eee cere than snes nvcnenaneraneormenprenines 12, 900 
Nee eee nn atiltla to diconstnanemd aided anangacinae-emesatonis _ 2,300 
I ne Lo caintn cleeelpearenenencnanmgeaics 1, 000 
ee eine am cmceh mame 2, 500 


SEER ELD TIE eR SIR Ie HEA ULE ae BEA LS YY SE 5, 200 
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Allotiees not receiving firm power service as of Mar. 31, 1957—Continued 


Allottee ‘Sida sania 
Minnesota—Continued allotment 
Rural electric cooperatives—Continued (kilowatts ) 
On Ne ee ee 3, 800 
PPI es icles eee oe earcive atu emapatin besa aeddenn abit bctaaes tee -1, 900 
Bunestone Moectre. s.r rndenmdencmcun olan) 3, 400 
SIs San ae 2, 500 
Ns snsnsa dna enn ik aun hase ds ck a 3, 300 
Stearns. Coopertitive... cies bse eolesistaus ) papi 3, 300 
SOPIE Me IIE IOC NNO rere nein nsec 4, 500 
TO VRE TC iia ta bin i serene eset rete rnietbnstanssln ART 1, 400 
Weatern Minnesota: Powers. isieuwubuoet saw el wsduele 3, 800 
Municipalities : 
BUBB O ITI iicrnencisinniinbircietiluIsed. 13709 Jaws 2 2, 500 
IN arisen se cnteaicccieticndinasbi bhehibbininkin Tt Souls thes cin sta. LE 1, 200 
DONE FI oes uiinsstinicndsiiatb ils hintabcndsbitt dbuninitets nenencesenniseo tet Lic 1, 000 
OU a tadcnteintattctnnisincninheittibiatnentiisithatitiiins Sti. a Tyee ees ie Peo 1, 200 
I Ta i ape aha litte a ie ree ee 1, 380 
Peso ke SLA Aor eaneman ite et mseiotameiaanisicecass aan 200 
I icles taititteinea date Ake mentnitn aw hiitbuincalaiiiaunstanduniiiticimites DR Re 275 
I ssn: 5 Sccssntitniacbsciet aiden kd abies cots sat ceelimsinl tin nccini a ee al 300 
Ne isons ieilnes rth nrid wisaensenasiadabadabein AL 300 
LORIE intvnnbtaiacdedenvEste bo eet... eee 2, 400 
Ra ccna ies dcech bina se is wectcionret ecg gnidintenice ess -ssa 500 
RN, os ccteecinnvinwsnensischiende didebueal lsat een 900 
oh ctteereriteie <n ntiatiPaakiiabtein dans eee a 1, 100 
WEOOROIG so. mcntnnttinddn tite dete tha biieibint ian 14, 000 
latina tncnaniacé: area vas vinta AOS tame tse cidaacd cities een 700 
HOODIA ci ssctecicintscs erica tiipian ork niziiniaia se CUES acini 900- 
MOR G0G. FOUS. di icnkeose—dbo<tnce sasha isinahb oink taste cota 2, 100 
I I in sind 1s lands rserdecigyinshivbssrues sasptinneteguishianndillanmaiona ne a 1, 200 
ie CROIOD ccrecne nein chentiene dtp rbd sds aie. a 1, 100 
NE SRRONE WRU ROeaicnsieenes shies xi conicsannng an irersheaseeniaanmcaaiama Ent 4, 100 
OG cspsp ete ee etigee i= thie isle <Laiiddedidie endl nar a ged 400 
eA sa odessa ine A sererergseintecstnte ira alii aialiin ie tatliin aren sail Ade AR 2, 250 
Iowa: 
Municipalities : 
DO os on circing arcien cpa eripsienitiaiiel antirn atin aire ehatnbtbiniipabdiea mss 1, 800 
IIIIEIR.._...: usencnenan mien airnsaginiieneninini seeded 1, 000 
IE ranatinesteen ne oa tneneetdineumiretaa alee 700 
NT i Ni ccerenenipa gp en nenatiss as sicisisinnaeatatpinniaaiadiiadal eat ed 350 
Mapleton... .........- 2 nn nn ern enews Sill 500 
PI ha ciinienicics cosines cmeniinion eiattastn aanken.cchiiindisnisiatainntain aaa 500 
ER. 9 inn nina meme enn amare eta 400 
Nebraska: 
Municipalities : 
ENE cen ceeenee ne enmenai ee 1, 100 
eh Siem as esinh elaemsente Sines exes abreterantevenntss ciabatta 1, 200 
DEGRA, DO ssnsekedctidn bbae nsession A 1, 200 
PRITOULY ot cce weg teine sretisinitinttilindinnp ae sue eh ELE 2, 800 
PRAM acne ccenseeceeennwentiiitihdn dete. ois Zien | 6, 000 
TON ict i icteric acini tice dh ie teeny eaten i ica a 500 
OF ag io a BS Ss a ec vice ee heen eld penal alld 1, 200 
Wakefield. 2... .u..ccnnssiase ei tnetiis fos etna nh nant 400 
WING. « nc nnciniicennegnednad dite Edseluse tip Seale 1, 200 
TEE a: <eennqeepnmereeeespmipentieratiebadeiteeraiie-samiaeag a ain 400 
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Firm power applications of preference-type customers in the Missouri Basin 
power marketing area that have not been granted 


Nore A.—Asterisk (*) denotes application is for power delivery after 1958. 

Nore B.—In addition to the list below, many customers now served or awaiting promised 
service have informally expressed an interest in obtaining additional power, but have not 
made formal application pending notice that applications will be entertained. 


Amount of 


Applicant firm power 

Montana: requested, 

Cooperatives: kilowatts 
*Montana Transmission and Hlectric Cooperative__.._...._-- (*) 


North Dakota: 
Cooperatives: 


*Central Power Electric Cooperative_.........-.u.--.---..-- (*) 
I DINO ee FE a hn eh OL 475 
*Northwest Power Cooperative.__.......-...-....4---- sien (*) 
Municipalities : 
NN iat alee aadbedirninilimhitebaermidinelimrda tae cdi E, (*) 
I i cailaarereerhtes inte aletnabrtinatrtnrevareavah taney ere eii ed beds ds 750 
NAN i ian areal chiara dad SUD 10, 000 
I es Mah ih Bien ih coeaicecheete ener cardin dvd tn eanlatcteato eles s1 (*) 
I Na i ta ouciecrirsearm rasa hshisrlreierante dist LE 1511 (*) 
Other preference : 


I UR NNN os iat inbiddatinntnbiadededbl ni eS 10, 000 
South Dakota: E : } 
Municipalities: 


ARE kien ete tA RE aR Eee a eetinewh ee 330 
Nai, ina ind lareipahnincnsebiigbntbtidciat hanbithsubeinbe cigs AeA TE Ih 600 
PUNO NR hie oidiicninminiiissecccccttadebdatac cca EZ LOYO 150 
Minnesota : ; 
Municipalities : 
Sint ahinittineinanamcceceheheeheeemiboeecablk se CDOT, 1. 500 
NM iii i iiiitsiaidighasicnini firitiiniaciisatitacabeHetistcbide de COILS) FUE EZ (*) 
BTOCMONTIAGS.. annssccsiccsacrsus seseecmmecemcecet mew le 8, 000 
ST acesteieanilienetasnnitidica tacts esetasatactcareurtanneda S ID Tid SS (*) 
OPO one nemcn ee cseneieeis ease senncceaseeseueccel li 1, 000 
MD incercinruecastntreinitbatictli cages es isetesarannretSes ireteinsumame ti FF 1, 250 
Iowa: : 
Municipalities : 
WOE. anwewannxdeuasnsnacterteeetentnswee secs CU“ UrLS (* 
MI isdahcidice aks Ald ge cath canes rpatttrnteececeantateetececatmsaresage AD) Ld (> 
BROS ccc wcndtnadleesesssccccrcssessswsc sees Sse 300 
Dc intacenennaiiniitncnnnaninita aaa tiie wees ewan Ea, 800 


Nebraska : 
Municipalities: 


FID cncaienessieamureres tina Nb mie et ete ee eT ect RATA 7 
ETE Ea Ein 92S SA ae (@y: 
TO See ei PBT (*) 
RIE oh tdi din: semmmshrincncns atc SBULe (*) 
Other preference: 
SN II oi eircirettrum beanie mila euie wanes Lhe. dA i 5, 000 
ES Si neennemedinnnnnean inn ditetnnen he aie (*) 
Gusha Pablic-Power.-DistrictesicoccsracesocccanccclGQuccti * 100, 000 
Nebraska Public Power District_...___ i Rl cel , fo = 


1 These customers applied jointly for 10,000 kilowatts. 

2 Varying amounts up to 34,000 kilowatts in 1965. 

3 These customers did not request a specific amount of power 

4 Negotiations in process for reallotment of 5,000 kilowatts from Ellsworth Air Force 
Base to Lincoln Airbase, 

5 Summer power only. 

6 Seasonal power for irrigation pumping. 
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BurREAU OF RECLAMATION PowrER CONTRACTS WITH NONPREFERENCE-TYPE CUS- 
TOMERS IN THE MISSOURI RIVER BASIN POWER MARKETING AREA 


CONTRACTS IN THE REGION 6 PORTION OF THE AREA 


I. Central Electric & Gas Co., contract No. 14-06-600-1537 : 


Date of contract: May 1, 1955. 
Contract expires: December 31, 1974. 
Bureau service supplied : 
Secondary energy : Contract rate of delivery, 5,300 kilowatts. 
Rate schedule: MRB-S5. — 
Dump energy—as available. 
Rate: 85 percent of customer saving in fuel cost but not over 3.5 mills 
per kilowatt-hour. 
Emergency service—as available and required. 
Rate: Same as under rate schedule MRB-F4. 
Points of interconnection : Woonsocket, S. Dak. 
Service area ; Customer operates in east central South Dakota. 


II. Northwestern Public Service Co., contract No. 14-06-600—2039 : 
Date of contract : October 23, 1956. 


Contract expires: December 31, 1976. 


Bureau service supplies: 

Firm power : Contract rate of delivery, 15,000 kilowatts. 

Rate schedule: MRB-S5. 
Note.—Service is subject to a declaration of availability by the 

United States. No such declaration has been made and there appears 
to be little prospect of its availability for term of contract. In any 
case firm service terminates in 1974. 

Secondary energy : Contract rate of delivery, 60,000 kilowatts. 
Rate schedule: MRB-S5. 

Dump energy: As available. 

Rate: 85 percent of customer saving in fuel cost but not over 3.5 mills 
per kilowatt-hour. ; 

Wheeling service: By either party over the other’s system at a rate of 1 mill 
per kilowatt-hour delivered plus 7 percent for losses. 

Emergency and interchange service: By either party to the other to be 
supplied as available and required. This includes emergency service 
for wheeled loads. Compensation is on the basis of the return of the 
energy used. 

Points of interconnection: 

Armour, 8. Dak. 

Watertown, 8S. Dak. 

Groton, S. Dak. 

Yankton, S. Dak. 

Huron, 8. Dak. 

Service Area: Customer operates in eastern South Dakota. 


III (a). Black Hills Power & Light Co., contract No. I79r—1760 : 


Date of Contract: September 19, 1950. : 

Contract expires: June 30, 1961. Contract can be terminated on a 2-year notice 
by either party. 

Bureau service supplied : 

Firm Power: As available from 1,200-kilowatt Angostura plant after deduct- 
power needs of Angostura unit operation and maintenance camp. With- 
drawable for service to preference customers. If withdrawn, contract ter- 
minates. 

Rate schedule: MRB-F1. 

Customer service supplied: To Bureau for camp use when Angostura powerplant 
is not in operation. 

Rate: Company schedule IPC-2. 

Point of interconnection: Angostura, 8S. Dak. 
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III (0). Black Hills Power & Light Co., contract No. 14-06-600-1585 : 


Date of Contract: June 11, 1955 
Contract expires: December 31, 1976. Company can terminate any time until 
July 1960 on 12-month notice. 
Bureau service supplied : 
Secondary energy : Contract rate of delivery, 10,000 kilowatts. 
Rate Schedule: MRB-S5. 
Dump energy: As available 
Rate: 85% of customer saving in fuel cost but not over 3.5 mills per 
kilowatt-hour. 

Emergency and interchange service: Will be supplied as it is available by 
either party to the other. Emergency service for the Bureau is limited to 
loads of Rushmore G. & T. Electric Cooperative, a customer of the Bu- 
reau. Compensation is by return of energy at rate of exchange provided 
in the contract. 

Customer service supplied : 

Wheeling service: To loads of Rushmore G. & T. Electric Cooperative at 
rate of 1 mill per kilowatt-hour delivered plus 7 percent for losses. 

Other: Customer agrees to sell power to Bureau as it may be available 
at cost of fuel plus 15 percent thereof. 

Point of interconnection : Rapid City, S. Dak. 
Service area: Customer operates in western South Dakota and northeastern 
Wyoming. 


IV. Western Contracting Corp., contract No. 14-06—600-1555: 


Date of contract: June 13, 1955. 
Contract expires: December 31, 1959. 
Bureau service supplied : 
Secondary energy : Contract rate of delivery—2,000 kilowatts. 
Rate schedule : MRB-S5. 
Emergency service: As available and required. 
Rate: Same as under rate schedule MRB-—F4. 
Point of interconnection: 3 miles north of Pierre, 8S. Dak. 
Service area: Customer is a construction contractor at Oahe Dam in South 
Dakota. 


V. Otter Tail Power Co., Contract No. I79r—1952: 


Date of contract : March 14, 1950. 

Contract expires : December 31, 1976. 

Bureau service supplied : 

Secondary energy : Contract rate of delivery, 100,000 kilowatts. 

Rate schedule : MRB-S5. 

Dump energy: As available. 

Rate: 85 percent of customer saving in fuel cost but not over 3.5 mills 
per kilowatt-hour. 

Wheeling service: By either party over the other’s system at a rate of 1 mill 
per kilowatt-hour delivered plus 7 percent for losses. 

Emergency service: By either party to the other as available and required. Rate 
for Bureau service is 4 mills per kilowatt-hour. Rate for customer service is 
fuel cost plus 15 percent thereof plus other costs when service is from units 
held in cold reserve. 

Interchange: By either party to the other as available and desired. Compensa- 
tion is by return of energy. 

Customer service supplied : 

Standby: For Bureau wheeled loads, as available. Compensation is by 
return of energy except that for loads in Minnesota an additional payment 
of 10 cents per kilowatt-day is made. 

Energy: To Bureau as available and desired. Compensation at fuel cost 
plus 15 percent thereof. 

Points of interconnection : 


Rugby, N. Dak. Rolla, N. Dak. 

Devils Lake, N. Dak. Fargo, N. Dak. (at 2 voltages). 
Carrington, N. Dak. Granite Falls, Minn. 
Jamestown, N. Dak. Brookings, S. Dak. : 

Edgeley, N. Dak. Summit, S. Dak. 


Forman, N. Dak. Voltaire, N. Dak. 
Washburn, N. Dak. : 


a 
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Customer service area: Western Minnesota, northeastern South Dakota, central 
and eastern North Dakota. 


VI (a). Northern States Power Co., contract No. 14~-06-600-1940: 


Date of contract: July 2, 1956. 
Contract expires: December 31, 1976. May be terminated by either party on 30 
day’s notice. 
Bureau service supplied : 
Dump energy: As available. 
Rate: 85 percent of customer saving in fuel cost, but not over 3.5 mills per 
kilowatt-hour. 
Points of interconnection : 
Sioux Falls, 8S. Dak. 
Granite Falls, Minn. (at 2 voltages). 
Fargo, N. Dak. 
Voltaire, N. Dak. : 
Customer service area: Southern Minnesota, southeastern South Dakota, east- 
ern North Dakota, plus Minot, N. Dak. 


VI (bv). Northern States Power Co., contract No. 14—-06-600-1556 : 


Date of contract: June 14, 1955. 

Contract expires: December 31, 1976. 

Wheeling service: Each party delivers power over its system for the account of 
the other. Compensation: One mill per kilowatt-hour delivered plus 7 per- 
cent thereof for losses. 

Standby service: Customer supplies power, as available, for Bureau loads on 


its system. Compensation is return of energy plus a payment of 10 cents per 
kilowatt-day. . 


VII. Interstate Power Co., contract No. 14-06-600-1557 : 


Date of contract: June 14, 1955. 

Contract expires: December 31, 1976. 

Customer service supplied: Delivers power to Bureau customers over its system 
for Bureau account. Compensation is 1 mill per kilowatt-hour delivered plus 
8 ‘percent thereof for losses. (11 percent if delivery is at less than 34,500 
volts.) j 

Standby service: Customer supplies, as available, for Bureau loads on its 
system. Compensation is return of energy plus 10 cents per kilowatt-day. 

Points of interconnection: Through system of Northern States Power Co. near 
Sioux Falls, 8S. Dak. 


Service area of customer: Southern Minnesota and northern Iowa. Iowa portion 


not considered in Bureau arrangement. 
VIII. Montana-Dakota Utilities Co., contract No. 14-06-600-2070: 


Date of contract : November 21, 1956. 

Contract expires: December 31, 1975. 

Bureau service supplied : 

Firm power: Contract rate of delivery 7,500 kilowatts. Rate schedule: 
MRB-S5 (2,500 kilowatts of this withdrawable on 1 year’s notice. The 
total firm power terminates November 30, 1960). 

Secondary energy: Contract rate of delivery 67,000 kilowatts. Rate sched- 
ule: MRB-S5. 

Wheeling service: By either party over the other’s system at a rate of 1 mill 
per kilowatt-hour delivered plus 7 percent thereof for losses. 

Emerency service: By either party to the other as available and required. Com- 
pensation is on the basis of the return of energy, except if customer operates 
units held in cold reserve compensation will be for direct costs plus 15 per- 
cent thereof. 

Interchange: By either party to the other as available and desired. Compensa- 
tion by return of energy. 

Customer service supplied: Energy, as available and desired. Compensation 
at 115 percent of fuel cost but not less than 4.025 mills per kilowatt-hour. 
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Points of interconnection : 
Glendive, Mont. 
Miles City, Mont. 
Wolf Point, Mont. 
Sidney, Mont. 
Williston, N. Dak. 
Watford City, N. Dak. 
Beulah, N. Dak. 
Bismarck, N. Dak. 
Mandan, N. Dak. (Heskett plant interconnection ). 
DeVaul, N. Dak. 
Ellendale, N. Dak. 
Mobridge, 8. Dak. 

Customer service area: Northern South Dakota, western and south-central 
North Dakota, and eastern Montana. 

IX (a) The Montana Power Co., contract No. Ilr-1416: 

Date of Contract: July 1, 1943. 

Contract expires: December 31, 1970. May be terminated by either party after 
June 30, 1958, on 2 years’ notice. 

Bureau service supplied : 

Dump energy: As available, at 2144 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Customer service supplied: As required by Bureau to meet its loads when Fort 
Peck plant is out of service. Compensation is by return of energy. 

Points of interconnection: Whately, Havre, and Great Falls (Rainbow), Mont. 
IX (0). The Montana Power Co., contract No. 179r-1836 : 

Date of Contract: January 24, 1951. 

Contract expires: December 31, 1970. May be terminated by either party on 3 
years’ notice after December 31, 1957. 

Wheeling service: Each party delivers power over its system for the account of 
other. Compensation varies by zones, from 1 mill to 4 mills per kilowatt- 
hour and from 4 to 16 percent loss. Zones are under 50 miles, 50-100 miles, 
100-150 miles, and over 150 miles, in any direction from points of inter- 
connection. 

Standby service: For wheeled loads, standby is supplied by either party and is 
compensated for by the return of energy. 

Points of interconnection: 

East Helena, Mont. 
Great Falls, Mont. 
Whately, Mont. 
IX (c). The Montana Power Co., contract No. 179r—1838 : 

Date of Contract: January 25, 1951. 

Contract expires: December 31, 1975. Hither party may terminate on 3 years’ 
notice. 

Customer service supplied: Unrestricted use by Bureau of customer’s 100 kilo- 
volt transmission lines between Bureau connections at East Helena and 
Great Falls, Mont., up to capability of Canyon Ferry generators. Compensa- 
tion is $45,000 per year plus 5 percent of energy transmitted for losses. 


IX (d). The Montana Power Co., contract No. 14-06—-600-912 : 


Date of contract : December 1, 1953. 
Contract expires: December 1, 1963. May be terminated by either party on 
30 days’ notice. 
Buréau service supplied : 
Dump energy: As available from Canyon Ferry Plant. 
Compensation : 21%4 mills per kilowatt-hour. 
Point of interconnection : East Helena, Mont. 


IX (e). The Montana Power Co., contract No. 14—-06-600-1845: 


Date of contract: June 1, 1956. 

Contract expires: April 30, 1976. Part 2 of contract, covering firm power deliy- 
eries, may be terminated on April 30, 1962, or any time thereafter on 1 year’s 
notice. Remainder of contract to remain in effect 3 years after part 2 
terminates. 


| 
| 


emerson 


i 
t 





| 
) 





MISSOURI ‘BASIN WATER PROBLEMS ' 22 


Bureau service supplied : 

Firm power: 

Contract rate of delivery, 25,000 kilowatts plus any additional declared 
available annually. 

Schedule of rates: MRB-F4. 

Wheeling: 
On Bureau system between Great Falls, Mont. 
(Rainbow), and points of delivery of firm power. 


Compensation: 1 mill per kilowatt-hour delivered plus 7 percent thereof 
for losses. 


Points of interconnection : 
Great Falls, Mont. (Rainbow), for receipt of wheeled service. 
Havre, Mont., and Whately, Mont.: for firm power deliveries. 
Customer service area: All of Montana except for eastern portion. 


CONTRACTS IN THE REGION 7 PORTION OF THE AREA 


X. Iowa Public Service Co., contract No. 14—06—-700-993 : 


Date of contract: April 1, 1956. 
Contract expires: March 31, 1958. 
Bureau service supplied : 
Dump energy: As available. 
Rate: 85 percent of customer saving in fuel cost but not over 3.5 mills 
per kilowatt-hour. 
Point of interconnection : Sioux City, Iowa. 
Service area : Customer operates in western Iowa. 


XI (a). Publie Service Company of Colorado, contract No. 181r—1242: 


Date of contract: February 15, 1950. 
Contract expires: May 31, 1957, by notice given under 3-year withdrawal 
provision. 2 : 
Bureau service supplied: 
Firm power : Contract rate of delivery, 7,000 kilowatts. 
Rate schedule: MRB-—F3. 
Points of interconnection : Sterling and Brush, Colo. 
Service area : Customer operates in central and northern Colorado. 


XI (b). Public Service Company of Colorado, contract No, 181r-1499: 


Date of contract: January 2, 1952. 
Contract expires : December 31, 1957. 
Bureau service supplied : 

Peaking capacity : 1,000 kilowatts. 

Rate: $1 per kilowatt-month. 

Dump energy: As available. 

Rate: 2 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Interchange service: Will be supplied as it is available by either party to 
the other. Compensation is by return of energy. 
Customer service supplied : 

Energy: To Bureau as available and desired. Compensation is 4.5 
mills for the first 250 kilowatt-hours per kilowat scheduled delivery 
plus 4 mills per kilowatt-hour for the rest. 

Points of interconnection : Greeley, Dillon, and Erie, Colo. 


XI (c). Public Service Company of Colorado, contract No. 181r—1305 : 


Date of contract : August 18, 1950. 

Contract expires : December 31, 1960. 

Wheeling service: Each party delivers power over its system for the account of 
other. Compensation varies by zones, from 1 mill to 3 mills per kilowatt-hour 
and from 3 to 9 percent loss. Zones are under 50 miles, 50-100 miles, and 
100-150 miles in any direction from points of interconnection. 

Standby service: For wheeled loads, standby is supplied by either party and is 
compensated for by the return of energy. 

Points of interconnection : Greeley, Colo., Dillon, Colo. 
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XII (a). Pacific Power & Light Co., contract No. I79r—2101: 


Date of contract: January 1, 1950. 

Contract expires: December 31, 1959. 

Bureau service supplied : 

Firm power : Contract rate of delivery—13,610 kilowatts ; ‘may be withdrawn 
for preference customers on 36 months’ notice. 
Rate schedules: R6-F3. 
Secondary energy: Contract rate of delivery—1, 900 kilowatts. 
Rate schedule: R6—S3. 
Wheeling service: By either party over the other’ s system at a rate of 1 
mill per kilowatt-hour plus 7 percent for losses. 

Points of interconnection: All in Wyoming: Thermopolis, Garland, Elk Basin, 
Powell, Cody, Shoshoni, Lovell, Beet Dump, Riverton, Pavillion, Morton, Free- 
mont, Grass Creek, Basin. 

Service area: Customer operates in northwestern Wyoming. 


XII (b). Pacific Power & Light Co., contract No. I81r—1200: 


Date of contract: May 15, 1950. 

Contract expires: July 31, 1959. 

Bureau service supplied : 

Firm power: Contract rate of delivery—9,000 kilowatts, may be withdrawn 
for preference customers on 36 months’ notice. 
Rate schedule : MRB-S4. 
Secondary energy: Contract rate of delivery—3,000 kilowatts. 
Rate schedule: MRB-S4. 

Emergency service: By either party to the other as available and required. Rate 
for Bureau service is under MRB-S4 without secondary billing demand credit. 
Rate for customer service is 6 mills per kilowatt-hour with fuel clause ad- 
justment. 

Interchange: By either party to the other as available and required. Com- 
pensation is by return of energy. 

Customer service supplied: 

Energy—to Bureau as available and desired. Compensation is 6 mills per 
kilowatt-hour with fuel clause adjustment. 

Points of interconnection: Casper, Wyo., Guernsey, Wyo., Glendo, Wyo. 


XII (c). Pacific Power & Light Co., contract No. I81r—1325: 


Date of contract: September 1, 1950. 
Contract expires: August. 31, 1960. 
Bureau service supplied: 
Firm power: Contract rate of delivery—1,000 kilowatts; may be withdrawn 
for preference customers on 36 months’ notice. 
Rate schedule: MRB-S4. 
Secondary energy: Contract rate of delivery—3,000 kilowatts. 
Rate schedule: MRB-S4, 
Emergency service: By either party to the other as available and required. 
Rate for Bureau service is under MRB-—S4 without secondary billing 
demand credit. 
Rate for customer service is 7 mills per kilowatt-hour with a fuel clause 
adjustment. 
Interchange: By either party to the other as available and required. Com- 
pensation is by return of energy. 
Customer service supplied : 
Energy—to Bureau as available and desired. Compensation is 7 mills 
per kilowatt-hour with fuel clause adjustment. 
Points of interconnection: Laramie, Wyo (substation) ; Laramie, Wyo. (aggre- 
gate plant). 


XII (d). Pacific Power & Light Co., contract No. I81r—1502: 


Date of contract: January 10, 1952. 
Contract expires: December 31, 1961. 
Bureau service supplied: 
Firm power: Contract rate of delivery—1,500 kilowatts; may be withdrawn 
for preference customers on 36 months’ notice. 
Rate schedule: MRB-F3. 
Point of interconnection: Three miles west of Casper substation. 
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XIII. Miscellaneous nonpreferente contracts: 


(A) CONTRACTS WITH PRIVATE UTILITIES INVOLVING SALE OF POWER UNDER 
STANDARD CONTRACTS AT STANDARD RATES 





oe Firm Second- 1956 1956 
Effective | Expiration | contract ary peak energy 
Contract for date of ate of rate of | contract | demand from 
contract contract delivery | rateof | USBR | USBR 
delivery 
: Megawatt-| Megawatt- 
Cheyenne Light, Fuel & Kilowatts | Kilowatts| hours hours 
Leeper tadol: tiettir Apr. 1,1950 | Mar. 31, 1960 6, 000 5,500 | 116, 512 65, 090 
weesmaaili Light & Power. _..- Oct. 27,1952 | Sept. 30, 1962 230 0 739 2, 566 
Medicine Bow Electric Co.._.-. Dec. 8, 1948 pe 31, 1958 100 ~ 0 : 168 = 
Aug. .1,1950 y 31,1959 930 50 , 600 14, 
Rawlins Electric Co.?..........- {Suns 34 1982 May 31, 1962 50 0} 247 4, 587 
North Fork Power & Light_---.. Jan. 30,1953 | May 31, 1963 20 0 77 82 
Southern Wyoming Utilities_...| Jam. 17,1951 | Sept. 30, 1961 750 0 504 1, 933 


(B) CONTRACTS WITH COMMERCIAL ‘AND INDUSTRIAL CUSTOMERS FOR SALE OF 
POWER UNDER STANDARD BUREAU RATES 


Moffat Coal Co., Colorado.._..- 








TID Lciepontes 192 154 
Colorado Fuel & Iron Co., 

ie PONT, ins ae cose oe a 86n Jan. 1,1948 | Dec. 31, 1957 SpE Ledapeere tion 1, 980 * 6, 570 
Frontier Refining Co., Wyo- 

I een elninsthivniumnisstimntenelel Bide nalhaden ctonnine BLOOD livban-acies 1,123 8, 129 
Guernsey Stone Co., Wyoming-|-.--_- GBs csiccalessua Qdussciiann B90 Jewwwecwnnd 456 446 
Holly Sugar Co., Wyoming----_- May 1,1947 Sead Bi sania’ CS ET 147 210 
Keystone Coal Co. , Colorado...| Jan. 21,1955 | Nov. 30, 1960 ee 540 1,013 
Monolith Portland Cement Co_| Aug. 1,1954 | July 31,1959 Ty ORE ln ~tenencte 3, 600 24, 741 
Sinclair Oil & Gas Co., Wyo- 

NE ohh dk doa sstbiclndoe July 31,1951 | May 31, 1961 b, 30S Tis. 33s 1, 322 9, 309 








1 Operates generating plant in addition to purchase from U. 8. Bureau of Reclamation. 
2 The Rawlins Electric Co. is served at several delivery points under 2 separate contracts, both with 
similar provisions. 


SuMMARY OF PowER SALES AND WHEELING FROM THE CANYON FERRY 
POWERPLANT AND OF WHEELING CHARGES PAID 


Summary for period prior to September 1955—Prior to September 1955, the 
Canyon Ferry powerplant normally operated as a separate system. The Bureau 
had the right to integrate Canyon Ferry output with the Fort Peck system 
through use of the Montana Power Co. facilities, but did so only temporarily 
for 2 periods of about 3 months and about 2 months, respectively, in 1955. 

During this period, Canyon Ferry power sales, wheeling, and wheeling charges 
were as follows: 

[Thousands of kilowatt-hours] 








1953 Jan. 1 to 
Sept. 1, 1955 
Sales to: | : 
Canyon Ferry unit ame ft heer EQ us <tee be sets bheite | 591 
Crow Creek pumping plant_.__._...._._- nnn niatcaaine: asa aig ideas 422 
eG ee nn nee an docecesmdutiotenbalesdacdiiceiaiean |” ner 
The Montana Power Co. (dump energy) ..........---.---- 1, 927 159, 279 
Wheeling to Crow Creek pumping plant.._...........---- 0 431 
Wheeling charges paid-_.__- seth inate dain teliads aataoes i ape teacee acetal 0 $430. 85 


Summary for period from September 1955 to June 1956—Since September 
1955, the Montana Power Co. lines between Hast Helena and Great Falls, Mont., 
were regularly utilized to connect the Canyon Ferry powerplant with the Fort 
Peck system. Power from the Canyon Ferry plant has been used as needed to 
supplement Fort Peck output in supplying Fort Peck project customers. On 
occasion the full output of the Canyon Ferry plant has been fed into the Fort 
Peck system and at such times considerable Canyon Ferry power went to Fort 
Peck customers located east of Fort Peck. Normally, however, Canyon Ferry 
power was used only to supplement Fort Peck power in supplying customers lo- 
cated west of Fort Peck. 
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Since July 1956, technical operating conditions have made it necessary to 
divide the Federal power system in the eastern diivsion into two parts, one part 
being connected through the Montana Power Co. to the Northwest Power Pool 
in the Pacific Northwest. ‘The other part is connected through Nebraska, Lowa, 


and Minnesota to the network of interconnected systems extending to the At- 


lantic coast. Normally, the Federal eastern division system is divided at the 
Fort Peck powerplant, with the small 15,000-kilowatt Fort Peck generating unit 
connected to the west and the two 385,000-kilowatt generating units connected 
to the east. However, at times the split is made at other points such as Havre, 
Mont. ; Williston, N. Dak. ; or Watford City, N. Dak. 

The followirg statistics are for the combined Canyon Ferry-Fort Peck-West 
system as it now normally exists. The sales are those toward which the Can- 
yon Ferry powerplant normally provides a part of the power supply. 


(Thousands of kilowatt-hours] 


Sept. I to - | | Jan. 1 to 


| 
Sales to | Dec.31, | 1956 | Mar. al, 

| 1955 | | 1957 

; | 
ener Te An ea clen tenner woncnpness | 346 951 371 
Preference-type customers served by wheeling---..-.........-- 891 2, 060 113 
Other preference-type customers.._..................-----.-.. 23, 226 70, 661 19, 969 
The Montana Power Co. (dump energy) --~-~-...-...--.---..-- 112, 992 303, 742 85, 135 
The Montana Power Co. (firm power).................-.--...|..........---- 33, 633 16, 483 
‘Wheeling to preference-type customers_.................--..-. 904 2,119 113 
ON IE. . .c inch dinhitinimbhibdanechgsacéndtzons $904. 40 $2, 119. 42 $113. 22 





Use of the Montana Power Co. lines between Hast Helena and Great Falis, 
Mont.—As mentioned earlier, these lines are the means by which Canyon Ferry 
power is integrated with that from the Fort Peck powerplant. For the use of 
these lines, which amounts to a lease of capacity in them since the Bureau’s 
right to transmit the power is absolute, the Bureau pays the company a fixed 
fee of $45,000 per year. By special agreement which was terminated September 
1, 1956, the fixed fee did not apply and, instead, a rate of $123.30 per day 
‘applied on days that the United States desired to be able to use the company’s 
lines. 


STATEMENT ON MISSOURI RIVER BASIN PROJECT COST ALLOCATION 


The report of the Secretary of the Interior on the Missouri River Basin was 
submitted to Congress and printed as Senate Document 191, 78th Congress, 2d 
session. The cost allocation for the Missouri River Basin project under the plan 
envisoned therein was presented on page 27 of the report as follows: 





Nonreimbursable : : 
; Tene scene mmrenemncdil $419, 300, 700 
Fe crescent EUR LR a En ewe cen mene 97, 245, 000 
uiotal sometimes... -...-..--.... 516, 545, 700 
Reimbursable: 
Irrigation, to be repaid by the wnieraied F888 * 298, 000, 000 
Power and irrigation, to be repaid by power revenues______ 423, 100, 000 
Municipal water, to be repaid by water revenues___._________ 20, 000, 000 
Tota TembUr Ones... idsideee ee et 741, 100, 000 
een Gee peesess COS. = ----. 1, 257, 645, 700 











The plan presented in Senate Document 191, which involved duplication with 
the plans of the Corps of Engineers for the Missouri River Basin as presented 
in House Document 475, 78th Congress, 2d session, as modified by an agreement 
between the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers, which made 
certain revisions in the physical plan for the project as presented in Senate 
Document 247, 78th Congress, 2d session, was authorized for construction’ by 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers in the Flood Control 
Acts of 1944 and 1946. 
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‘Hon. JAMes E. Murray, 
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Subsequent to the original authorization, specific enlargements or additions 
to the Bureau of Reclamation portion of the basin project were authorized by 
acts of Congress approved as follows: 

Enlargement of Glendo unit: July 16, 1954. 

Addition of Ainsworth, Lavaca Flats, Mirage Flats extension, and O’Neill 
units: August 21, 1954 (also Ainsworth, specifically approved May 18, 1956). 

Reauthorization of the Farwell unit: August 3, 1956. 

Although several preliminary drafts were prepared previously, no complete ap- 
proved payout study and allocation of cost of the Missouri River Basin project 
was made until 1950 in connection with the approval of Missouri River Basin 
rates. Subsequently, in 1955, a later cost allocation was made. This allocation 
is presented in the publication entitled “Economic Analysis, Missouri River 
Basin Project, Revised April 1955,” which presents detailed analyses based on 
prices as of June 30, 1954, and the plan of development as of that date. A copy 
of this report is enclosed for ready reference. The cost allocation is summarized 
on page 2 of the summary. ; 

It should be noted that the two cost allocations discussed above are not com- 
parable because of the change in plans at the time of authorization, not reflected 
in the original allocation, and subsequent changes authorized by Congress. 

A cost allocation is also included in a payout table entitled “Missouri River 
Basin Project Payout Study,” dated December 1955. The results presented there- 
in are based on the detailed studies presented in the April 1955 analysis, indexed 
by shortcut methods to represent costs and plans as of June 30, 1955. An approxi- 
mate allocation also was made in September 1956 to reflect costs and plans as of 
June 30, 1956, and is reflected in the Average Rate and Repayment Study for 
the Missouri River Basin Project, dated September 1956. Copies of both of 
these studies are attached. 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., May 7, 1957. 


Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. CO. 


DEAR SENATOR Murgay: Supplementing our letter of April 26, 1957, to you 
and in accordance with the last paragraph of that letter, there are enclosed tabu- 
lations showing firm and nonfirm sales and revenues in the Missouri River Basin 
for 1954 (April through December, inclusive), 1955, 1956, and 1957 (January 
through March, inclusive). 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


Missouri River Basin project, eastern division, calendar year 1957 (January 
through March, inclusive) 











Account No. Firm sales Revenue |Nonfirm sales} Revenue 
ids Lead wi cabwdkuaaniinestnninataaaemaimiaammadnalndeene 42, 419, 748 nS ay ee $7, 493. 75 
AES RS a a SL SUNS A PTS 129, 713, 011 478, 973. 55 





TRU sis in isch otis ee derneneenieniaina aha taaies 381, 731, 156 1, 640, 595. 98 | 5, 582, 097 221, 535. 11 
$e | 
Sales Revenue 
Total sales 
pe ES Pe ne ERR ET Tee 381, 731, 156 | . $1, 650, 595. 98 
URS ICAD tinted td bvcoeetocipeivialegsaren aise ok does ae neared 85, 582, 097 221, 535. 11 


FD isinsiihiicimnnininn ca eastcnsssieasn neieniateitab tained teaitbialiiiaiibtiial 467, 313, 253 1, 872, 131. 09 
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Missouri River Basin project, eastern division, 1956 


Account No. Firm sales Revenue |Nonfirm bail Revenue 








_ 23, 547, 422 $79, 383. 22 
95, 681, 050 235, 566. 80 
276, 453, 922 433, 538. 07 


1, 054, 926 3, 512. 92 


946,055,982 | 2, 667, 517. 39 











aces 



































| Sales Revenue 
Total sales: 
a a Era italien a 1, 061, 941, 810 $4, 581, 161. 90 
ath taiet cecrconslaertig etna Rieameat eod wadaoaie eosin cauits 946, 055, 982 2, 667, 517. 39 
ee iiteieiccntbasindtedrtibn nade bomimindtibpdndiadqeccudes 2, 007, 997, 792 7, 248, 679. 29 - 
Missouri River Basin project, eastern division, 1955 
" Account No. | Firm sales Revenue /|Nonfirm sales}; Revenue 
iiiladaiipcetin ssi ; riersieradneeonsipese SS etl i 
Seteaddeck aos Dvdtldebhntecduadepeoniimdinnd | $7,716,845 | $189, 138. 47 19, 582, 157 | $66, 065. 63 
indie atch ale ee i ese licks coer aeiad hesial gear mneneiilinaal | 257, 544, 643 935, 978.02 | 102, 007, 396 | 258, 380. 28 
= hin cinetildbahed adam shaders talscebcadwedata | 234,055,041 | 1,193, 109.79 |_........ tnd thts cisita winless 
inne tuglth MUU istiods Se thiée Kilda thiebiinhh deoakacn | 10, 586, 000 | nal 
inc Ck hawk tesans ngdsnabactoqnsndguctipecsal 4, 306, 665 18,927.40 | 392, 783, 920 1, 061, 422. 68 
Seis SEGAL Sa tbawds dedocetcnas Bi sendamatalbc | 6, 930 | DGGE fiat udeonnies ists aliiestbeialaiton 
atte diet Al ats orn deena os wtecianwabaiiine deal 1, 449, 352 | 8, 979. 80 | 1, 627, 200 5, 501. 52 
etki ee iptteinn inane oii ate ienat hid cts elie 2, 145, 333 6, 853. 54 Sith Oalcho w:Abtinekes Richa ete iettth eee 
cis i Nici ic tS aU in isla dtete Cates | 547, 810, 809 | 2, 408, 471. 81 516, 000, 673 1, 391, 370. 11 
cota” | | 
‘ 4 5 8. 2 
: Sales Revenue 
‘Total sales: | 
SA Eh sik iodine ath lesn iciditin cicapaatnina taivan scent menos Se Sialaeeddhites tei 547, 810, 809 $2, 408, 471. 81 
POGMUBide cs cc cae Bale icmuinaite Ucctitidne Mipbaévabehiudtidudisdecusucuabs's 516, 000, 673 1, 391, 370. 11 
ST nile Dteunsveietieii dem bttinntescssccveanwanascqe~ase| Up Q0d Oety ee 3, 799, 841. 92 
’ 





Missouri River Basin project, eastern division, calendar year 1954 (April through 
December, inclusive) 


Seat cu ! 
| 























Account No. Firm sales -| Revenue |Nonfirm sales| Revenue 
— —_ -_ 1 = 

WN ee re Oe poe oa le 3,723,073 | $19,607.10 | 4, 430, 857 $15, 697. 09 
ee eee peek ae 28, 288,000 | 110,144.90 | 137,835,000 | 367, 371. 42 
eee rr ht on ee a 67, 343,365 | 352,188.54 |... poe ne ae 
a eed hie God 35s d eh ah dahon noise 5, 270, 000 |, 8 ie aaa gto 4 
Sahiba a AES * heart ee lear aR A Ree ear Ga Pee 8, 250 37.65 | 136, 584, 941 351, 974 68 
ih casielabiededs Se le late Ce) ee ane 
| cee teatime penton lea |: 1,018, 860 aleve peereertieeann Site 
RN a ed | 108,349,148 | 526,197.80 | 278,850,798 | 735, 043.19 

Sales Revenue 

Total sales: 

ae ue Ei Sta a a ae 108, 349, 148 | $526, 197. 80 
Ne caw | 278, 850, 798 | 735. 043. 19 
i i es oo tira | 387,199,946 | 1, 261, 240. 99 





EE 
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Fort Peck project, ealendar year 1954 (April through December, inclusive) 


eee UU Una ET TEENIE SIRES ERIN Sennen 






















































































Account No. | Firm sales Revenue /|Nonfirm stiea! Revenue 
Bk — Ee a 
I 0S EEF nL Oe ee es ee ceces 142, 623, 146 | $721, 447.51 | 11,009,020 | $38, 102,02 
Ge No Sor) sssessaae 51, 066, 600 240,477.43 | 104,834, 425 305, 256. 14 
Bogan oostacsacecselott atteoeyeneeb ae 2, 577, 320 | 9,904.49.|.....- 2. aes 
ea aa sess ccccceebacdsteenscccn ted 26, 426, 654 OFM MP A ninnntcnn- [oananannrvrersii 
Wetal.. 8ST 250 Fi eee Te | 922) 693, 720 | 1,068, 942.66 | 115,843, 445 | 343, 358. 16 
Sales ‘Revenue 
Total sales: | 
re... t tea een lt | annenacecnnamigeneeemmanienin ..| 222, 693,720 | $1, 068, 942. 66 
POET on ond feed nn dency seek ooUeuSCS SR Ibe daahnbnbdnnrd 115, 843, 445 | 343, 358. 16 
ie --- }- 08 200 50h eaandmadinindaandawearninanideaiiadaaadd 338, 537,165 | _-1,.412, 309. 82 
Fort Peck project, calendar year 1955 
Account No. Firm sales Revenue Nonfirm sales| Revenue 
at oa he ethene es cee _.-------| 224, 750,091 |$1, 135,138.94 | 16,076,532 | $52, 411. 75 
isn tee... Gi.e83 so buht ROR ----| 67,071,900 | 315,841.80 | 147,629,304 | 420, 495. 28 
IE ic ashe SOC ABEndn aes $28 ABS AE =< 3 bSN ‘sc: MT CBP IT o.oo ceechadennananandll 
OCA 3... Be dit bs ON tht ao | 33,411,958 | 124,909.03 |.............- iii 
a wn teen tk 
Patel nn knncenscnnaccsse SOO aR>..-+O8l 327, 984, 421 1, 586, 461.93 | 163,705,836 | 472, 907.03 
| Sales | Revenue 
Total sales: . | 
PRUE ncvegesnedesesasconpesssunctosbheqecstassavatioesSbSSSUbOCSEEss 327, 984, 421 $1, 586, 461. 93 
Ih ea ae ndntelaiianeeminieaiiadnn hale MOOS | 163, 705, 836 472, 907. 03 
aD tliimennad wie Mainecdtilid | 491, 690, 257 2, 059, 368. 96 
Fort Peck project, calendar year 1956 
otbhali ea . = : lal 
Account No. Firm sales | Revenue (Nonfirm sales) Revenue 
. . | } —— 
Ri nenttgngugegrsccenswosapermenacehenmparanate | 170,395,302 | $851,460.65 | 16,237,300 | $52,910, 01 
CD46. .... nn. disse ceo Ah Sebi edida hldieas Si. | 62,943,480 |  203,685,76 | 109,737,458 | 327,071.58 
nn ct eee 712, 819 SOO ON). ao Ou cok Ae gas 
eee ee aac ieatenaaaaen ein ca. |:)h lh ............. 
Bei nsbanisiunnecek bbdopbencenanbebaats | 253, 867, 453 | 1, 206, 532. 58 | 125,974,848 | 379, 981. 59 
~ 4 ' 
| Sales Revenue 
Total sales | 
UE tonstididica sonieeinigtind abn ceakieck akin ante epdhadaiaditaamebas | 253, 867, 453 $1, 206, 532. 58 
~ MODE na) nnn cecewccousepcunsidvawussespblusdtdeccsccdescusessscosen 125, 974, 848 | 379, 981. 59 
i icsdtitantonintrncep tiv Di Ai oD UE eh te 379, 842, 301 1, 586, 514. 17 
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Fort Peck project, calendar year 1957 (January through March, inclusive) 











Account No. ’ Firm sales Revenue j|Nonfirm sales} Revenue 

Bok cnncvildcntbibadicncenkdcshtcsssbonnadiis 41, 158, 254 | $208, 124. 58 3, $28, 884 $12, 536. 65 
ie ice eoadshnsebbbedieccedubenbbestboousdaslatiiehanesanc=|cagesecunesnce (—2, 154, 421)} (—6, 145. 62) 
inn ticissn <nadiarioanenaditbedttiodicannaiil 68, 962 PUT Bc cuatis onc dsin tee nedamees wikis 
I ateeta tars anh d ick tansinndhdleciniatednebelliedaeh bat wee ln cae 2, 145 URE (in etiricc as ikddictnn anatkdndbcuaen 

hos Es Leni i cbidbiddebondial 41, 229, 361 208, 677. 36 1, 674, 463 6, 391. 03 

ee 

Sales Revenue 
Total sales: : 

I Bish CRN I OR a a chs iid asinine meee ia me iaimnines inden 41, 229, 361 $208, 677. 36 
I allah ubienesnsine 1, 674, 463 6, 391. 03 
cis De SR linia cencitinacaianninaneannamores | 42, 903, 824 215, 068. 39 








Missouri River Basin project, western division, calendar year 1954 (April 
through December, inclusive) 

















Account No. Firm sales Revenue j|Nonfirm sales} Revenue 
SS Mit ncckcttcdcnsssbbnnbobiiababviecceene 55,496,079 | $386, 096. 71 6, 179, 469 $26, 683. 63 
iitedsasccccsscahdncsdehubehreaseslheatpecdedea 476, 747 15, 555. 36 1, 550, 544 6, 977. 45 
icin ee bord cnenbhceninacnsachinbeneaeane 296, 928,025 | 1, 947, 897. 28 1, 111, 136 4, 762. 20 
(corel tall Rabat ae Sg re eee 248, 297, 624 | 1, 551, 480. 28 30, 451, 210 105, 932. 69 
le cindeticditdddcdunnctabbarisubthuntde 11, 784, 630 EE Dirncceicpaapeweions TS te 
i al i el real 8, 225 I lisence ieee dln eiaiienieatiimemen 
tlio lacinntihsinstmaceoseiiecichastninescedensaindabid Bhaiecadaginaradidslindnindnth feesabned 165, 940 a ee rr haa 
OO nie a ia all lll aici dm cipmnwmmneen 869, 7 I Bite ee Ce ea 
a a le il niall ia aalata ll 29, 880, 707 PM EE ho wnvnensecepen eT Ee 
SNE cla cietieedannancettacecbaatecsennsoard | 88,726,900} 71, 774.40 [2222222222222 Be eee 
ERE Ee ee a 1 a alta 682, 634, 661 | 4, 239, 466. 87 39, 292, 359 144, 355. 97 
| 
Sales Revenue 
Total sales: ; 
ee Le le ss a edie eee ean aTase ree henews 682, 634, 661 $4, 239, 466. 87 
ictal ns sista ial sonst ieniaeim alia nmainea ena nanNottit 39, 292, 359 144, 355. 97 
ict i, abt nsabtfadaadedanccesavesecson 


| canpmmanasapinlietaiampashiiimemeeeenee 
721, 927, 020 | 4, 383, 822. 84 


Missouri River Basin project, western division, calendar year 1955 





Nonfirm sales} Revenue 


Firm sales Revenue 


Account No. 











97,309, 514 | $676, 245. 20 
1, 071, 000 40, 155. 50 
399, 559, 047 | 2,641, 494. 69 
391, 922, 427 | 2, 446, 157. 23 
17, 370, 051 119, 379. 57 
5, 250 94. 65 
138, 400 TE biccswnciscanatcaslsQEscie 
1, 454, 659 I rere a, Re og ogee 
42, 115, 669 251, 918. 16 AR AR a ae 
| . 48,264,332 | 81,454.23 |.--..-.--._-- ere wot ares 
il eaueenimon 994, 300, 349 | 6, 267, 758. 09 5, 279, 748 | 21, 488. 06 


| | 


Sales Revenue 


| | 
| | 


Total sales: . | | 
sine il eesbuibiiv eben 994, 300,349 | $6, 267, 758.09 


TN ai ae te aie serene einhnleaeasebeaksc 5, 279, 748 21, 488. 06 





a i i lata ait a nailed scat eugene 999, 580, 00? | 6, 289, 246. 15 
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Missouri River Basin project, western division, calendar year 1956 














Account No. Firm sales Revenue j{Nonfirm sales} Revenue 
Secchi nnichgs& eedeacttceade tai teaikeascophinasi naar chan the AOR: BA SS. Fp RON inca nccnbemmenaseenaan 
QWeecis iscsi cccccrdiseadslscivvdevarsazecand 145, 600 pe i ieserenitcttinersinenctiene pniidlinnniihesianiien 
Oe ws ali te Ri agi kL ake al 407, GEG, BOB): Bl, FA FOE screens ntees lin ndnass'inntnaiitiune 
dine atmcavenressinseterascheuiabsossssekee 448, 265, 369 | 2, 782, 033. 86 5, 690, 323 $21, 977. 57 
= SbhendeVeee dhdecbcdbiauvatabulidnnbobdsbwutsn 17, 511, 960 SIR GIT Fa hsnicinid a dais Widihnitaiin 
Ge nn hae ence en soasecn saa gseaeeay => oes 143,040; CP BB se dentdidnsdboiden dota 
Ga ivnsecds ace tense donecdbssmebenencebesiee 1, 589, 602 Tene ee Ty Te 
Miiniastinccccelanstennoneneabinnstenecn keheue 44, 275, 051 5 COR OP hocscsicccdsssd ewiewlbene 
We sc Ee a as Sages | . 49, 617, 578 06: Es 9 bir eran cineriusecanotidinsa 
Wh Seed statcues woecwacnsewss 1, 172, 434, 176 7, 306, 342. 85 5, 690, 323 21, 977. 57 

Sales Revenue 
Fees tase eases 

Total sales: 

I ce cA IAM cg OU cen Sedractacmecenpeatcacaeteresintiidenngpenmnindiinaat la adie 1, 172, 434, 176 $7, 306, 342. 85 
UN eee Nn sssesincicsinthiathyisecndisiindiibiiclaig in hese baleen 5, 690, 323 | 21, 977. 57 
NF iilenn 40 chh dk it ahi on lenenatunmerunaiiapinestonasipuinindnnaieemmeieaeaiodl 1, 178, 124, 499 7, 328, 320. 42 


Missouri River Basin project, western division, calendar year 1957 (January 
through March, inclusive) 


















































Account No. _ .- Firm sales Revenue |Nonfirm sales} Revenue 
ilidhace ma ieciomechesebacheumiednacns ahipartodedinaerk- nepal tuk 34, 437, 525 eee Ee Sret e ae 
eek bie ede sede cakes adehandabesedad 183, 500 GC AD TBE Bininn chiticininisibinnnihs abies v 
a 108, 213, 759 693, 029. 62 | - nena nnn nn na fon nnnnnnn nanan 
CE PascncetscdsctewehhRGicsebddsdadeuiiua bilduawa 85, 226, 319 580, 303.25 | 1, 295, 895 $5, 161. 91 
Eo) cn iccind decd tien embeanesChheuabanantin 4, 850, 947 33, 056. 22 ate cealitilintin sn iNet ee Eanes 

"hrc bn ce dewsn gen tekdtew nnd bcsbtabianesddndas |scedeudusuddce tet ckadimbi tases 
atte bin ice AGE hha nunca dbdhSsensdesaccecactoonemanaceneea a |-------------- lroneneettdhicce 
Gd atic ete cet ie aaitdnnoshSEKOSb enesneneanes 607, 999 | Ji a aE cAcsindteiechdd cibialeoe spiovsiandiiaed 
GO necks sid daw deca Uyacsubhabisebedudwel 10, 930, 606 | OR TEGO hn 5 ithe sds ae) a 
ii iiteiecltamectianiabdeneminmweiubbaat caphahacn dubiedme bovis » ee CMO TE lind tuavinannsdbinasciauiaiin 

NG ic tenbidkbith Ge hoitiies citadel ide 261, 366, 711 | 1, 595, 765. 12 | 1, 295, 895 | 5, 161. 91 

— — — — = = — + _ 

Sales Revenue 

hides ie he es —_—____— ian ail scien | 

Total sales: 
PENUIILs ic encarerathn cedaaeiin wtepanbocpeseensnkebsb canbe vtkhhae wets cases 261,366,711 | $1, 595, 765. 12 
PUGR res fsa cbt ah he ah bhi dd dubibdenen } 1, 295, 895 | 5, 161. 91 
EO cathsotcnninsatcnp bindeioccdtons-dsbbessekseieeheeeeeee 262, 662,606 | 1, 600, 927.03. 

North Platte project 
1954 (APRIL-—DECEMBER INCLUSIVE) 
Sales (kilo- Income 

watt-hours) 

Wan isd SQA. cso nkb cdc LOU RL GER vcdmed IBID LE fia death 49, 343, 685 $333, 075. 95 
Firm sales breakdown account No.: Hi) fi Obed 

By BEETS 66 clas dhe o 49 eee Nd 6 SER Se oo ehh teteedenineatententneoeda 25, 938, 154 166, 729. 24 
Destin antiaccmactieh son gbtwasdaeeteuedsbbebtbetadbdie bases 18, 568, 845 125, 273. 69 
WEP 2b ide hE ss ss hb a bbb bedtime eb let heen ode 154, 613 1, 235, 80 
GR sinh crak oebedy aan ote dtebach ean ania we Caines Aaa ate ees de ee sete 4, 551, 838 32, 277. 16 
Ger 8 htt eds eh phdanbdbs tinddbbielencidsteatbatbidendbacettebhd 130, 235 580. 06 
49, 343, 685 333, 075. 95 
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North Platte project—Continued 





























1955 
Sales (kilo- | Income 
watt-hours) 
NR ik hie et nnn ch teh hs ah oo -+-sind- d-dh 52a w- >on sne ee | 69,601,995 | $467, 145. 15 
== _b-  ——= VST 
Firm sales breakdown account No | 
ak ee ate tl edihl ibmceduaenaseodacerddes | 35, 753, 047 231, 817. 17 
ei ee aE ok ee Ml  mcanwanl 25, 785, 223 173, 668. 63 
ee ei RP ee ds ewwcneccccctec 204, 194 | 1, 725. 94 
i I he ee Ll eweceesocescecse 7, 503, 102 | 58, 401, 43 
tise nines chan iaitiminiinipntmeinnnnseeawteanescanoee | 266, 429 1, 531. 98 
a ats Py otetratet sad Dhabeadhacaondes dad eatpebiebebsantimty | 69,601,995 | 467, 145.15 
1956 

Cuneo | 83,979,432 | $548, 313. 06 

Firm sales breakdown account No.: Por i‘ eM 
UES. «4 SED ALL BEL chin chechdiaiiiapncbbebihstsnhidabanntibasiidoeihriuane | 37,476,170 | 240,863. 70 
Neen eee e nee nee cee aa ncnceuovasnuiey | 38,754,059 | 247, 454.77 
inwudsuaniuabatniis ct tite ge ieee rior oc re ccc cart ccccce rec 280, 655 | 1, 641. 13 
Teen eee ane cw einiis 7, 226, 633 | 56, 962. 46 
ew ac ul StL Ld ized eal das. A La Sih i 241,915 | 1, 391. 00 
Raita ie eRe iia Bet alain eieeai aan ecmgrantiieinie ot 83, 979, 432 548, 313. 06 

1957 (JANUARY-MARCH INCLUSIVE) 

ea ee kd deh nnncdtbeceabeewercdestnes | 26, 417, 035 | $168, 298. 28 


Firm sales breakdown account No.: 


| 
9, 917, 739 | 








i ee ede ddd bce ecwecetd onbide Sl 63, 690. 06 
intent a Dae ais ae aie sore ec | 14, 412, 438 89, 058. 73 
aN aD ee a te co et 114, 387 655. 95 
i a RR ka ee 1, 881, 760 14, 391. 93 
OR Skscent aksceendeedc Re A. GE Be ne | 90, 711 501. 61 

168, 298. 28 


| 26, 417, 035 


| 





Nore.—No nonfirm sales. 


Senator Murray. It is not the belief of the chairman that these 
2 or 3 days of hearing will necessarily close study and hearings on 
the subject, but rather outline the problems and contentions which 
are involved. After study of testimony given at this time, the com- 
mittee may want'to call department witnesses or others to clarify 
problems, provide additional facts, and make recommendations. 

I wanted to call on the distinguished chairman of the Public Works 
Committee, Senator Chavez, for his comments. However, Senator 
Chavez is not able to be here this morning. ’ 

The distinguished Senator from Oklahoma is here, Senator Kerr. 
Senator Kerr, will you comment at this time ? 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Chairman, I am honored to be here and to 
participate in these hearings. I have been specially impressed by 
the statement that you have just made, laying down the principle 
that the best interest of the country will be served by finding the best 
solution to this problem from the standpoint of meeting the needs 
of all, rather than to inspire or provoke a controversy by those, all of 
whom are blessed and who, in being blessed, can make their greatest 
contribution in a cooperative attitude that will let us find that solu- 
tion which will be the most beneficial to all. 
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I will have further remarks to make as we go along, but until the 
chairman of our committee has spoken, I will say no more. 

Senator Murray. Thank you, Senator, for your very fine statement. 

Does any other Member of the Senate or the House here this morn- 
ing ‘wish to make any statement at this time? ; 

I have received word this morning that the distinguished Senator 
from North Dakota, Milton Young, who has contributed a great deal. 
to the constructive development of the Missouri Basin and farm, 
legislation will be unable to be present this morning. He will file 
a statement later, but I am truly disappointed that other work makes 
it necessary for him to be absent. 

The next witness listed is an able new Congressman from Iowa, 
the Honorable Merwin Coad, of Boone, a native of Cawker City, 
Kans., another of our Missouri River Basin cities. 

Mr. Coad? 


STATEMENT OF HON. MERWIN COAD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 


CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IOWA 


Representative Coan. Mr. Chairman, my name is Merwin Coad. I 
represent the Sixth Lowa District in the House of Representatives 
from the State of Iowa. The Sixth District of Iowa is composed of 
15 counties.in the northwestern and north central section of Lowa. 

Most of this area is rural. It is natural, therefore, that my primary 
interest in the matter before your committees is the interest of my 
rural constituents. Most of this area receives its electric service from 
rural electric cooperatives, financed by the Rural Electrification Ad- 
ministration. 

I cannot speak too highly of the Rural Electrification Administra- 
tion program and what it has done for the the rural people of the 
country as a whole, and specifically for that part of lowa which I 
represent. 

I know that you gentlemen are aware of that program, and that 
you know the story at least as well as I do. I will, therefore, not 
take your time to tell you about the importance of that program to the 
farmers and of the great benefits that it has brought to the rural com- 
munities. But I do plead with you to keep in mind at all times dur- 
ing the consideration of the problem before you how important that 
problem is to the rural areas of the Missouri Basin. 

In the part of Iowa that I represent, the Missouri River Basin. 
makes one very important contribution, and that is that it makes 
available to the farmer, through his rural electric cooperative, the 
benefits of low-cost power. 

In 1956 alone, it is estimated that the rural electric cooperatives in 
my area saved more than $200,000 through their ability to purchase 
low-cost power at wholesale instead of purchasing it from the private 
utilities. Actually, these benefits should increase as the use of elec- 
tricity by the farmers increases, but in the existing circumstances, 


there is a very real danger that the benefits will decrease rather than 


increase, unless Congress does something about it. 

The area of Iowa that I represent is threatened with a power short- 
age within the next 2 years. Unless a solution is found and adequate 
supplies of low-cost power are made available, the farmers will have 
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to curtail their use of electricity. They may be able to buy additional 


power that they will need from private sources at 214 times the cost 
of their present power. That is hardly a solution to the problem that 
they face. 

It seems to me that there is only one way to look at this problem. 
Plans must immediately be made and carried out to secure for these 
rural areas all of the power that they will need at prices which they 

can afford to pay. 
- I am not an engineer, but I do have a general knowledge of the 
situation. The information which has been given to me from very 
reliable sources is that there are two approaches to this problem which 
must be taken: 

(1) Slack water navigation: By resorting to slack water naviga- 
tion, we not only help to preserve the water for hydroelectric gen- 


eration, but we also improve its use for navigation. I am even told that ° 


proper slack water navigation would improve flood control. 

(2) Every effort should be made to firm up the hydroelectric power 
with steam power. I am informed that this can be done economically 
in this area primarily because of the large supply of low-cost lignite, 
which is available in abundant supply in North and South Dakota. 


I also understand that it is good economics for the Government to - 


firm up its hydro power because then it will have a great deal more 
firm power to sell at the higher prices which firm power receives. 

I cannot understand why this has not actually been gone into by 
way of an outright program before. When the needs of the people 
require it, and when it is good economics, I cannot see any real reason 
why it has not been done in the past or why it should not be done 
in the immediate future. 

These are two long-term solutions which seem desirable and neces- 
sary. 

In the meantime, of course, there is the problem of how to use the 
water which is not sufficient.to meet both the power generation needs 
and the navigation needs. I sympathize deeply with the navigation 
people. I should like to see their problems solved. But I cannot see 
that their need is as great as the need of all of the people who would 
be affected by an inadequate supply of electricity. 

Therefore, during the period when there will not be enough water 
to fully meet the needs of both power generation and navigation, I 
firmly believe that the needs of power generation must be met first. 

This is a position which I believe must be taken as a matter of sound 
judgment and policy. But it is my understanding that in addition 
to it being a matter of sound policy, it is a requirement of the Flood 
Control Act of 1944. The Flood Control Act of 1944 specifically pro- 
vides that water shall be used for navigation only to the extent that it 
does not conflict with certain other uses, among which is the use for 
industrial purposes. Clearly, the generation of power is an industrial 
purpose. Therefore, it is a matter of law that the water shall first be 
used for generation if needed before it is used for navigation. 

In closing, I would like to join my fervent plea with that of my 
rural electric friends and constituents that your two committees im- 
mediately proceed to provide slack water nav igation and firming steam 
power for the Missouri River Basin and, until these results can be 
accomplished, I urge that you instruct those now responsible for the 
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administration of the projects in the Missouri River Basin to operate 
them in accordance with the law and sound judgment and to provide 
fully for power needs before diverting any of the water for navigation. 

I thank you very much for giving me the privilege of making this 
statement. 

Senator Murray. Thank you very much for your very interesting 
statement. 

Are there any questions to be asked of the Congressman ? 

Senator Anperson. Did you quote the provision of law where you 
said that the use for generation came before the use for navigation? 

Representative Coap. That is the flood-control act. 

Senator Anperson. Would you express that clearly ? 

Representative Coap. That is the flood-control act of 1944. 

Senator AnpErson. Did you quote from it? 

Representative Coap. No; I did not. I just merely made reference 
to it. I am sorry I do not have a copy with me. 

Senator AnpErson. Do you think the establishment of steam plants 
which, I assume, would have to be Government owned in that area, - 
would be a simple matter as far as getting legislative authority? I 
say that knowing that, I believe this is your first term in here and we 
have had long battles over steam plants and TVA elsewhere. 

Representative Coap. I was not aware that I indicated that they 
would have to be Government owned. What I thought perhaps best 
would be that the REA cooperatives could, through the facilities of 
the Rural Electrification Administration, secure the loans, and that 
they would own them and operate them. , 

Senator Anverson. That is what I wanted to find out. 

Representative Coap. They would not, thereby, have to be Govern- 
ment owned. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman? 

Senator Murray. Senator Case? 

Senator Casp. Congressman Coad, have the rural electric coopera- 
tives made an application for a loan for that purpose? 

Representative Coap. I am not aware that they have. 

Senator Casr..The language in the 1944 Flood Control Act to 
which you refer was cited by the chairman in his opening statement, 
but I think, in oe to the questions of Senator Anderson, the 
answer, so far as the specific prohibition on the use for navigation 
in certain waters, rests upon the interpretation of that so-called 
O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment, which reads, in paragraph b: 

The use for navigation in connection with the operation and maintenance of 
such works herein authorized for construction of waters arising in States lying 
wholly or partly west of the 98th meridian shall be only such use as does not 
conflict with any beneficial consumptive use, present or future, in States lying 
wholly or partly west of the 98th meridian of such waters for domestic, munic- 
ipal, stock water, irrigation, mining, or industrial purposes. 

In other words, the language does not say that all water is reserved 
for industrial purposes, but it would depend upon the interpretation, 
I think, of “beneficial consumptive use.” 

Senator Anverson. I would think so, also. That is why I asked 
the question. I think it varies. I think in areas where you have a lot 
of falling water, or a very abundant supply of very cheap water, you 
would have, disproving that the right to generate electricity came 
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ahead of all of these. I think it might depend a little bit upon a 
particular location. That is why I asked if there was any other 
specific language that put generation of electric current ahead of 
navigation. oe 

I can understand industrial use for the sake of supplying drinkin 
water or necessary water to the boilers of an industrial plant, an 
I know that domestic water supplies and irrigation water supplies 
come ahead of either navigation or generation. But I was not sure 
about the generation of current. 

Representative Coap. I think it is a matter of interpretation. 

Senator Anperson. We wanted your opinion on that. 

Senator Barrerr. Senator, you did not mean to exclude from your 
possibilities there the term “irrigation” in that amendment of Sen- 
ator Millikin and Senator O’Mahoney. It seems to me that, histori- 
cally, the generation of power incidental to the construction of irri- 
gation works would certainly be a just assumption that, under irri- 
gation, the development of power, incidentally, to an irrigation proj- 
ect, would be superior to the use of the water for navigation purposes 
also, 

Senator Cass. That, I think, again is just a question of inter- 
pretation. 


Mr. Chairman, I me say, if you will indulge me for a moment, 


that I approach these hearings with a great deal of personal interest 
because of my having followed this program from its inception. The 
study by the Corps of Engineers for the building of dams in the 
Dakotas started with a resolution which I introduced in the House 


of Representatives and which was adopted, and under the directive | 


of which then Col. William Hoag instituted studies in March of 1940. 
That resolution specifically directed that a study be made for the 
development of hydroelectric power from the Missouri River for the 
beneficiation of manganese and other purposes. 

Colonel Hoag started on those studies. When the war came on, 
he was transferred to the building of the Alcan Highway. Sub- 
sequently, after 1 or 2 officers in the meantime, Col. Lewis A. Pick 
was assigned as the division engineer at Omaha, Nebr. He had a 
very large military construction program underway. 

Along in late 1941, I believe it was—I would have to check the 
date on that to be sure—he was in South Dakota in connection with 
that military-construction program and we fell into a discussion of 
this. He told me at that time that he wanted to pick up the work 
on the study of the Missouri River as soon as he got that military- 
construction program in hand. He had, I think, the largest military- 
Serene program of any division engineer in the country right 
then. 

When he got underway on the program, he decided that the thing 
to do was to make a comprehensive study and not confine it to the 
development of dams in South Dakota, a comprehensive study which 
would take in the purposes served by Fort Peck. 

. Shortly before the report was made, if my memory is correct, he 
came to the conclusion, or arse he came to the conclusion earlier 
but he expressed it shortly before this report was completed, that the 

best way to secure a comprehensive authorization would be -to base it 

upon flood control. 
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Congressman Carl Curtis, of Nebraska, then Congressman and now 
Senator, introduced a resolution to authorize a study and report from 
the standpoint of flood control. Senator Curtis was then a member 
of the House Committee on Flood Control. That was before the 
committees were reorganized. 

So, the resolution to which his report was a response was a resolu- 
tion directing a study for purposes of flood control and other pur- 


oses. 

. I think Colonel Pick or General Pick’s idea was that flood con- 
trol was a broader purpose and would serve for laying a compre- 
hensive program. 

Then, as you know, Mr. Sloan, Glen Sloan, who was the engineer 
for the Bureau of Reclamation, made his report, which came in, I 
think, just a couple of days before the House committee reported a 
bill embracing the Pick plan. The House passed an omnibus bill 
carrying an authorization for the Pick plan. Then when it came to 
the Senate, the Senate, under the joint work of the Committees on 
Flood Control and on Interior, I believe, conducted hearings. 

Senator Overton conducted the hearings most of the time. There 
were several meetings throughout the Mississippi and Missouri Val- 
ley that summer, with the result that the two plans were put together 
under the spirit of the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment. It became 
the Pick-Sloan plan that was authorized in September 1944. 

This key paragraph to which you alluded was the one that made 
possible the enactment of the legislation. I know that, historically, 
peers had a large - to play in the origin of it, but the broader 

ase of flood control was adopted because the Congress had adopted 
a policy authorizing projects when flood control was the main pur- 
pose. 

Senator Anperson. I appreciate very much the statement. Sen- 
ator Barrett put his finger on what he knew was my interest in this 
thing. I wanted to be sure that we did not fail to remember that 
these waters are, we hope, primarily useful for domestic purposes, 
and then maybe useful for irrigation, and after that comes the in- 
dustrial uses in the generation of power. 

If it is tied to irrigation for that purpose, it is certainly a very 
primary purpose, but not the generation itself. 

Senator Barrett. I quite agree with the Senator from New Mexico. 
It seems to me that we must qualify the term irrigation with this 
“beneficial consumptive use.” Necessarily, we would have to rely on 
that here. 

I do not recollect in the debates in the House, anyway, that there was 
any disposition on the part of anyone to controvert. the use of that 
water, the falling water, for the generation of power, incidental to ir- 
rigation, at least. 

Senator Case, I think the point made by the Senator from Wyo- 
ming, that any power that is generated incidental to the purpose. of 
irrigation, is clearly protected here. 

Senator Barrerr. There is no question about that. 

Senator Case. But for general generation, for other purposes, there 
might be some question. , 
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T have a letter from the Engineers in which they distinguish between 
beneficial use and beneficial consumptive use. They probably will 
develop that when they testify. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you, very much. 

Senator Murray. Thank you, Congressman. 

Senator Hruska. May I ask the Congressman a question with refer- 
ence to his designation of industrial purposes as including generation 
of power? . 

Is it your idea and understanding, Congressman, that the use of 
water for generation of electric power is a consumptive use ¢ 

Representative Coap. Do you mean for REA cooperatives? 

Senator Hruska. For anybody. When water is used for the pur- 
pose of generating electric power, is that a consumptive use? 

Representative Coan. It is not a consumptive use of water in the 
sense that the water is consumed, no. But it is a consumptive use of 
the energies of water. If that would deplete the energy of water to 
be used in any other way, then. it is a consumptive use. 

Senator Hruska. Of course we are getting into semantics that are 
pretty involved. : 

The purpose of my question is to find out whether or not, within 
that ih paiabvagl b of the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment to which 
the chairman has referred and quoted in his statement, whether or 
not the use of water for the purpose of generating electricity falls 
within that phrase “Beneficial consumptive use”, which is used 1n that 
subparagraph. 

Senator Barrerr. You did not ask him if it was beneficial. 

Senator Hrusxa. First of all, consumptive. 

Senator Barrerr. But it does not say just consumptive. It says 
beneficial consumptive use. 

Senator Hruska. My question was consumptive. I am leading to 
the second part of the question, as to whether or not. it is a beneficial 
consumptive use within the meaning of the O’Mahoney-Millikin 
amendment, in your concept of the thing, because of your statement 
that the generation of power is an industrial purpose. 

Representative Coap. Well, in my definition, I would say that the 


beneficial consumptive use of water strictly for the purpose of navi- | 


gation would qualify within that meaning. Yet it seems to be a 
matter of which is more beneficial. I think it is a more consumptive 
use of water to use it for the purposes of navigation only where you 
let it out of these dams in wholesale lots without having first gener- 
ated electricity therefrom. The Missouri River has been maintained 
by the Federal Government as a channel for navigation purposes, in 
many of the years past, without actually looking at what program 
would benefit the most and greatest number of persons. 


Senator Hruska. That is where we would get into the field of re- 


vising and. amending the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment, if we went 
from that standpoint. 

Representative Coap. It seems to be a matter of priority here, but 
it depends on the amount of water used, whether you are using water 
for beneficial consumptive use beyond the degree of what would be 
fair play. 
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Senator Hruska. I just wanted your idea on that in view of your 
statement. 

Senator Carroti. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question, if 
I may. 

You represent the Sixth District in Iowa? 

Representative Coan. That is right. 

Senator Carroui. That is a rural community ¢ 
Representative Coap. That is right. The largest town is less than 
80,000. 

Senator Carrotu. Are you west of the 98th meridian ? 

Representative Coap. No, Iowa is not. 

Senator-Carroti. What is the source of your low-cost power? 

Representative Coav. Well, the source of our low-cost power to 
which I referred was that which comes from the Missouri River 
Basin projects. All of my Sixth District is not covered by that, how- 
ever. 

Senator Carrotu. Thank you very much for a fine statement, Con- 
gressman. r: 

Senator Cass. Congressman Coad, do the REA’s in your district 
get Missouri River power today ? 

Representative Coap. Some of them. In 1 county and now going 
into 2 counties, we are affected by it, yes. We use it. 

- Senator Casz. What would they be, your westernmost counties? 

Representative Coap. That is right. 

Senator Case. What counties are they ? 

Representative Coap. Crawford, and next will be Carroll County. 
I understand a line is to be built into Carroll County. 

Senator Casz. Crawford County is reached today ? 

Representative Coap. Yes, it is. 

Senator Case. What is the principal town in Crawford County? 

Representative Coap. Denison. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, the clerk of the Public Works Com- 
mittee calls my attention to the fact that it has been the practice in 
authorization bills which have carried any augmentation of the orig- 
inal dollar authorization for the Missouri River program to repeat 
this O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment, the reason being that in the 
original language it referred to such works herein authorized. The 
original authorization for the Pick-Sloan plan, I believe, carried $250 

‘million for each side, $250 million for the areal of Reclamation and 
$250 million for the Corps of Engineers. It was either $200 million 
or $250 million. That authorization has long since expired, of course. 

In the omnibus bill which we passed in the Senate, S. 497, we 
repeated the language in order that the $200 million additional author- 
ization both for the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion would be bound by this same language. 

Senator Murray. Thank you. 

Are there any other comments on this? 

If not, thank you, Congressman. 

The next witness will be Albert C. Hauffe, president, South Dakota 
Rural Electric Association. 
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STATEMENT OF A. C. HAUFFE, SECRETARY-TREASURER, NATIONAL 
RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 


Senator Murray. You may state your full name for the. record. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, might I have the privilege of intro- 
ducing this witness? Mr. Hauffe comes from my State of South 
Dakota. He has been very active in the rural electrification move- 
ment, not only in South Dakota but nationally. He is a farmer and 
highly respected in my State. — 

enator Murray. Thank you. 

Mr. Havrre. I might add, Senator, that I come from north of the 
Tron Curtain, too. 

With that introduction, Senator Case, thank you, I am a director 
of the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, of Washing- 
ton, D. C., and serve as the secretary-treasurer of that organization. 

The NRECA, as you know, represents almost 1,000 rural electric 
a nationwide, having a rural membership of over 3.5 mil- 

ion. 

I am here primarily as a farmer and an electric consumer in the 
Missouri Basin, and as the president of our State association of elec- 
tric cooperatives. 

I, along with other representatives of the States of South Dakota, 
North Dakota, Minnesota, Montana, Iowa, and Wyoming, am here 
today because we wish to call to your attention some of the promises 
we feel have been broken by our Government in managing the flow 
of water in the Missouri River especially as regards the storage of 
that water behind the maior dams on the main stem. 

The people of South Dakota accepted the Pick-Sloan plan of river 

development, reluctantly. However, we did expect that once the 
dams were completed, the whole plan would be managed to the best 
interests of the people of the basin as well as to achieve maximum 
‘power sales revenue to amortize the huge investment that the people 
of the United States have in the main stem dams. We had also as- 
sumed that, in managing the flow of water out of the dams, the 
Government would give serious consideration to the States of South 
Dakota and North Dakota which furnished the sites for the dams. 

We are disappointed and discouraged about the management of the 
flow of water out of our State and the failure of the Bureau of 
Reclamation to develop the maximum of firm power for the best in- 
terests of Uncle Sam and for the electrical needs of the people of 
the basin. Both the Bureau of Reclamation, and the United States 

- Army Corps of Engineers share responsibility for the Missouri River 
development and management. 


We have always felt that once Congress had all the facts it would © 


be on the side of the people, and we have also always felt that the 
Congress is our friend. The Congress has appropriated funds for 
the development of our great basin and has authorized REA loan 
funds for bringing electricity to our farm people. 

This hearing was stimulated by a joint resolution passed by the 
Legislatures of South and North Dakota, and, I understand, Mon- 
tana, requesting a Senate committee investigation of the administra- 
tion of the Flood Control Act of 1944, particularly the O’Mahoney- 
Millikin amendment to this act. 
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At this time, I offer for the record copies of the resolution passed 
unanimously by both the senate and the house of the South Dakota 
Legislature. I believe those are already in your hands. (The reso- 
lution appears at p. 2.) 

The officials of the South Dakota rural electric systems have never 
advocated that less water be released than is required for downstream 
consumption purposes—nor have we even suggested holding back of 
such water. We want our great cities and towns, as well as indus- 
tries, to have all the water they need for their orderly growth and 
development. Water is just as precious to them as it is to the farm- 
ers of South and North Dakota upon whose land the water falls and 
finds its way downstream. 

The O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment which sets forth the priority 
for the use of water in. the Missouri River reservoirs, by its nature, in- 
volves the broad scope of managing the development of both the land 
and the water resources of the basin. : 

Senator Anperson. ‘Can I stop you there for just a moment? 

I am disturbed by the last sentence on the preceding page, “Water 
is just as precious to them as it is to the farmers of South and North 
Dakota upon whose land the water falls and finds its way down- 
stream.” ; : 

How much of the water that passes Pierre, for example, falls in 
the State of South Dakota and how much of it falls out in other 
States, or how much of it goes by Yankton that has fallen in North 
and South Dakota? 

Mr. Havrrre. I could not answer that, Senator. 

‘ cneanee Anverrson. Does not a great deal come from the roof 
tates ¢ 

Mr. Havrre. It comes from North Dakota and Montana, I believe. 
Of course, we do have quite a few rivers running into that. 

Senator Casr. Yes; the western tributaries in the western half of 
South Dakota, the White, the Cheyenne, the Moreau, and the Grand, 
are all major tributaries. 
nett Havrrer. And in North Dakota you have the Red and the 

eart. 

Senator Anpverson. I lived along the James River, for a good many 
years, and on the Vermillion River, and had land at Okaton, and our 
great complaint was that water did not fall on South Dakota. 

Senator Barrerr. Wyoming contributes quite a little bit to it, and 
Montana does, also. 

Senator Cass. I think Montana is the greatest contributor. 

Senator Anperson. That is why I thought we better remember that. 
If.we start pinning these things down to rights, the roof States have 
some rights. 

q Senator Case. This amendment was intended to protect the roof 
tates. 

Mr. Havrrer. We have been looking forward to this opportunity of 
being heard for several months. To avoid unnecessary duplication, 
the witnesses that will present our viewpoint have developed a sort of 
informal pattern to conserve the time of the subcommittee as much 
as possible. 

Briefly, these witnesses, each a specialist in his field, will discuss the 
following, 
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1. Operation and management of the mainstem dams on the Mis- 
souri River, and present policies and their effects. We are firmly 
convinced that present operation of these mainstem dams is such that 
much of the benefits are not realized. We feel that our real hopes 
and dreams for this great development have miscarried and that al- 
ready the main objectives have been circumvented. 

2. These witnesses will also discuss the operation and management 
of the Federal power system in the eastern division of the Missouri 
River Basin. 

As you hear these people, I am sure that you will be convinced that 
this phase of the Missouri River development is also being operated 
= managed in a manner such that many of its real benefits are 

hens wasted, and that a few special groups are benefiting from the 
availability of large amounts of secon ary and dump power. 

Our witnesses, I am sure, will not only present some of the facts 
which they believe indicate mismanagement, but will recommend posi- 
tive constructive measures which would, if applied, salvage the great 
benefits to. the basin that were envisioned by such farsighted and 
distinguished gentlemen as General Pick and Mr. Sloan, and the 
great leaders the past two decades in the United States Congress, 

As farmers, and as officials representing other farm and town peo- 
ple, we come before these committees as free, willing, and cooperative 
witnesses. Our expenses as well as those of the professional witness 
will be paid by the rural electric cooperative associations; in other 
words the farmer is paying the bill for this through his monthly light 
and power bills. 

When you have heard our side of the story, we are confident that 
you will recognize the need for prompt action by the Congress. 

We feel privileged and honored as citizens of our great country for 
the opportunity to appear before you. 

The Federal power development in the Missouri River Basin has 
meant rural electrification of our farm homes at a reasonable price. 
Without the benefit of Federal power, I will venture to say that many 
farm homes today .would be without the benefits of this wonderful 
resource. They could not afford it from sources outside of our Mis- 
souri River development. 

The combination of a fine partnership between rural America and 
our Government, with its river development and great transmission 
lines radiating from the dams, has meant modern living on our farms. 
The farm people in turn have spent billions during the past 20 years 
learning to live like first-class citizens. And the farm people have 
contributed greatly to our country’s prosperity. 

The fine part of it all is the great confidence which the Congress has 
manifested in our farm people. This confidence has not been mis- 
. placed or misguided. We are current on the repayment of loans to 
the REA. And through the purchase of the low-cost power from the 
great dams—the firm power—the rural people are retiring the mil- 
lions the taxpayers of our country have invested in the dams and the 
power generating facilities. 

On behalf of the South Dakota Rural Electric Association, I wish 
to thank you very kindly for this opportunity to be heard. 

Senator Anperson. Will you indicate the program of prompt ac- 
tion that you think the Congress should take? You say “When you 
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have heard our side of the story, we are confident that you will recog- 
nize the need for prompt action by the Congress.’ 

If we are going to be able to recognize it, what do you think prompt 
action should be! 

Mr. Haurre. Senator, these people that are going to follow me— 
I just got off the tractor Monday morning—will answer that for you. 

Senator Anprerson. But you are here because you are interested 
in this problem. 

Mr. Havrre. That is right, sir. 

Senator AnpErson. What do you want done? 

Mr. Havrre. I want the management of the great basin and water 
evelopment, and the development of power, firm power, to the best 
interests of the people in the basin and Uncle Sam, and the taxpayers 
of the United States. 

Senator Anperson: That would be a little hard for a Congressman 
or a Senator to pin right down, 

What would you like to have us do? 

Mr. Havrre.’ Well, I do not know. 

Senator Anperson.. That makes it a little hard for us, does it not? 

Mr. Havurrr. Yes. I understand, Senator. 

Senator Anperson. If you studied it and cannot come up with 
anything that you would like to have us do, it will be pretty hard 
for us to sit here and decide what to do about it, will it not? 

Mr. ‘Havurre. I have not studied it thoroughly, Senator, as the 
witnesses who will come after me. 

Senator Case. Did you hear Congressman Coad testify ? 

Mr. Havrre. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Congressman Coad’s district lies wholly east of the 
98th meridian. The 98th meridian runs in the vicinity of Yankton, 
S. Dak., if my recollection is correct. 

Senator Anperson. I think it is closer to Mitchell. 

Senator Case. I do not think so. 

Mr. Havrre. And then it runs through about Marshall, Minn., 
doesn’t it ? 

Senator Barrett. It is west of Omaha, I believe. 

Senator Cass. It is a little west of Omaha, or almost- through 
Springfield, S. Dak. That would put it between Yankton and 
Mitchell, perhaps. 

In any event, Congressman Coad suggested that he would like to 
see the lignite i in the Dakotas developed in order that the power of the 
Missouri River might be firmed up and taken east of the 98th meridian. 

You live very close to the lignite fields. Have you any feeling or 
conviction about the use of the lignite for firming up the power in 
the Missouri River ? 

Mr. Havrre. Yes, I do have. I would Jike to see the benefits of 
those vast. amounts of coal out there used to firm up river power. 
I believe the east river people have explored that. They have hired 
some engineers to make a study of the possibility of that. 

Senator Casr. Are you familiar with the proportion of power from 


the major dams that will be firm power and what will be dump 
power or secondary power ¢ 
Mr. Haurres, No, sir, I am not. 
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Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, for background, if I may offer this, 
I think that the Gavins Point Dam, which is the lowest dam, is 
practically all firm power, and that is in the neighborhood of about 
110,000 kilowatt generator capacity. 

The Randall Dam is in the neighborhood of 320,000 kilowatts, more 
than half of which is firm power. 

The Oahe Dam, which is the large dam now under construction, is 
in the neighborhood of 480,000 kilowatt capacity. 

But about 52 percent of that will be secondary or dump power. 

So this matter of firming up power does present a real problem. 
In the largest of the dams, approximately half of its output would 
be secondary or dump power. - 

Senator Anprrson. I marked down in your statement, Mr. Hauffe, 
that these witnesses are going to show us that special groups are 
benefiting from the availability of large amounts of secondary and 
dump power. I assume you were not going to testify on that your- 
self? 

Mr. Haurre. No, sir. . 

Senator Anprerson. What sort of groups will they be that will be 
benefiting ? 

Mr. Havrre. That are benefiting? 

Senator Anperson. Yes. 

Mr. Havrre. I would say that any municipality or a private power 
company that has a steam generating plant gets the benefit of the 
secondary dump power. The REA’scannot buy. 

Senator Anprerson. You would not object to a municipality buying 
it, would you? : 

_ Mr. Haurre. A municipality if it has a generating power can pur- 
chase secondary power in the amount of its capacity to generate firm 
power. 

Senator ANnperson. You are not in competition with REA’s and 
municipalities, are you ? 

Mr. Havrre. No, sir. 

Senator ANperson. Are you not both preferential customers ? 

Mr. Havrre. Yes. . 

Senator Anperson. So they are not the special groups that you 
referred to? 

Mr. Havrre. No. 

Senator AnvErson. Thank you. 

Senator Murray. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Havrre. Thank you. 

Senator Murray. The next witness will be Mr. Joe Grimes, of 
South Dakota. 


STATEMENT OF J. W. GRIMES, CHIEF ENGINEER AND EXECUTIVE 
OFFICER OF THE SOUTH DAKOTA WATER RESOURCES COMMIS- 
SION 


Senator Murray. Will you state your full name? 

Mr. Grimes. My name is J. W. Grimes. I am chief engineer and 
executive officer of the South Dakota Water Resources Commission. 
I represent Gov. Joe Foss in the matter of your inquiry into the use 
of Missouri River waters stored in reservoirs constructed under the 
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authorizing provisions of: the Flood Control Act of 1944, Public Law 
534, , 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, if the witness would not object, I 
would like to say also that Mr. Grimes, for a number of years, was 
the manager of the State office of the Bureau of Reclamation at 
Pierre, S. Dak. He was on the Bureau of Reclamation staff for a 
great many years. We know in South Dakota from personal experi- 
ence that he is one of the best informed men in the West on the 
potentialities of the-Missouri River development. He knew it as an 
official and executive for the Bureau of Reclamation. He was so 
good that when the State of South Dakota determined that it had an 
interest that warranted employing an executive officer for a water 
resources committee they pried him away from the Bureau of Recla- 
mation. 

Senator Murray. Thank you, Senator Case. 

Mr. Grimes. Thank you, Senator Case. 

I have a prepared statement for your record. I would like to go 
through it and amplify certain portions of it as it seems appropriate. 

Senator Murray. You may proceed as you wish. 

Mr. Grimes. In my presentation, I wish to establish certain premises 
which, I am sure, are generally understood by the people of the Mis- 
souri River Basin to . the meaning anid intent of the authorizing 
act and which, I am less sure, are the bases for the preparation of 
definite plans, construction of works, and operation of completed 
facilities as this tremendous development materializes. 

Secondly, I wish to outline some of the interpretive policies estab- 
lished by the responsible Federal agencies and cooperative agreements . 
worked out by organizations representing the entire river basin as 
these factors are understood, generally, by the people of the Missouri 
River area. 

Thirdly, I wish to relate some items of dissatisfaction, complaint 
and fears concerning Missouri River Basin development which are 
directed to South Dakota State government. 

pAeaberie I wish to comment briefly regarding the overall situation 
as I see it. 

And, lastly, I wish to offer recommendations designed to avoid 
erat of such controversial details to the Congress of the United 
States. 

3asic provisions of the Flood Control Act of 1944 provide that 
four props! objectives, flood control, irrigation, navigation, and 
power, shall be accomplished by the creation of structures and facili- 
ties for control of the waters originating in the Missouri River 
watershed. 

Miscellaneous other beneficial results of water conservation and 
control are recognized, such as domestic, municipal, and industrial 
water supplies, recreational opportunities, fish and wildlife preserva- 
tion, and others less definite, but such miscellaneous benefits shall 
be secondary to the four primary objectives in the sense that they 
are byproducts only, not justification in themselves for Federal in- 
vestments. 

Preference is provided for beneficial consumptive uses of water 
over navigation use of the waters arising in the States wholly or 
partly west of the 98th meridian. The development shall be planned, 
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constructed, and operated as an integrated basinwide, multiple- 
purpose project in general conformity with supporting documents, 

enate Document 191 and House Document 475, as coordinated by 
Senate Document 247. 

Primary responsibility is vested in the Department of the Interior, 
Bureau of Reclamation, and the Department of the Army, Corps of 
Engineers. Expenditure of appropriated Federal moneys by the 
Secretary of the Interior are to be made in accordance with the Fed- 
eral reclamation laws including reimbursement to the Federal Treas- 
ury, irrigation costs during a period of 40 years without interest at 
rates not to exceed the ability of irrigators to pay, power costs dur- 
ing a period of 50 years with 3-percent interest—l might mention 
there that that 50 years at 3-percent interest has become so firmly 
ingrained in our understanding in the Missouri Basin that I put it 
down as a matter of law, and upon reading it before making my 
testimony today I do not believe that it is a matter of law, so I wish 
that explanatory statement—and miscellaneous purposes costs during 
a péiied of 40 years with interest at such rates as the Secretary of the 
Interior shall determine. , 

Marketing of power by the Secretary of the Interior shall be at 
such rates as will return the Federal investment in power facilities 
including that portion of irrigation costs which is in excess of the 
irrigators’ ability to pay, shall give preference to public bodies and 
cooperatives, and shall be in accordance with good business principles. 

And I would like to add there that it is a very, very important 
understanding that we have in the basin that it is the power invest- 
ments and those costs allocated to power with 3-percent interest that 
will be repaid in 50 years, but that the rates for the power sales 
shall be sufficient to return, within whatever the payment period is 
that is provided by, Congress, the portion of the irrigation cost which 
the irrigators themselves cannot pay. 

I have seen many times references and particular wording which 
to me sometimes infer that it is only the power costs, the allocation 
to the power itself with interest, that should be repaid from the 
power revenues. That is not our understanding as we look at it in 
the basin, the total Missouri River Basin development. I mention 
it because some carefully worded reports and releases would indi- 
cate that only. the power investment itself and the power allocation 
costs would be repaid. 

Senator Anprerson. Are you quoting now from the provisions of 
the Flood Control Act or some other provisions? 

Mr. Grimes. The Flood Control Act makes reference to the ex- 
penditures by the Secretary of the Interior, and they shall be in 
accordance with the reclamation laws. It is in the reclamation laws 
that these particular concepts come to us, not directly from the Flood 
Control Act itself. 

Senator Barretr. Mr. Grimes, I think you are making a very valu- 
able contribution here to this controversy. It seems to me that you 
are getting to the very important point here, when you refer to the 
fact that the Missouri Basin works is a project in itself, one complete 
entity, and the reclamation projects are developed as a part of the 
whole basin project. 
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Any part that the irrigators cannot pay on any particular project 
will be assumed by the power pool in the Missouri Basin. 

Mr. Grimes. ‘That is the way we understand it in the Basin. 

Senator Barrerr, And, consequently, when the Congress by their 
appropriation bills every year for the Missouri Basin project take into 
consideration the fact that the particular unit or project is such that 
the farmers can pay back so much of the money, then the balance of it 
is charged to the power pool of the basin. The Congress, therefore, 
year after year recognizes the fact that the power of the basin is an 
integral part of the irrigation works. 

Mr. Gruwes. That is very true. 

Senator Barrerr. Therefore, you come right back to the proposal 
that the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment, when it refers to irrigation 
and gives that precedence over navigation, that the Congress has re- 
peatedly asserted the fact that power has an economic part, certainly, 
of all the irrigation projects, because I do not know of any of them 
that, will pay out themselves. They all rely on the power pool of the 
whole basin. The Congress recognizes the fact that power is a part 
of the irrigation work. 

Mr. Grroes. That is right. And as power is developed in conjunc- 
tion and a vital part of an irrigation project, we can separate that 
power used into two parts; first of all, we need that power, especially 
in our project in the Missouri Basin to actually use power to provide 
the irrigation water to the lands. In other words, the pumping of 
vater is a very vital part of our irrigation in the basin. So we have 
that power which is associated with actual project use. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question on the same 
point? 

Mr. Grimes, can you cite the provision in the law which makes the 
power users in the Missouri River program pay for a part of the irri- 
gation cost? 

Mr. Grimes. It is associated with the reclamation laws. I am sorry 
that I cannot quote the actual provision of the law. 

Senator Anprerson. Mr. French is now looking it up. I asked him’ 
to find the language. 

Mr. Grrurs. My understanding is that that was incorporated in the 
1906 amendment to the Reclamation Act. 

Senator Caspr. That may apply to reclamation projects as such, but 
the 1944 law says, in section 5: 

Electric power aud energy generated at reservoir projects under the control of 
the War Departinent and in the opinion of the Secretary of War not required 
in the operation of such projects shall be delivered to the Secretary of the In- 
terior, who shall transmit and dispose of such power and energy in such manner 
as to encourage the most widespread use thereof at the lowest possible rates to 
consumers consistent with sound business principles, the rate schedules to be- 
come effective upon confirmation and approval by the Federal Power Commission. 

Rate schedules shall be drawn having regard to the recovery (upon the basis 
‘of the application of such rate schedules to the capacity of electric facilities of 
the projects) of the cost of producing and transmitting such electric energy, 
including the amortization of the capital investment allocated to power over a 
reasonable period of years. Preference in the sale of such power and energy 
shall be given to public bodies and cooperatives. The Secretary of the Interior 
is authorized, from funds to be appropriated by the Congress, to construct or 
acquire, by purchase or other agreement, only such transmission lines and re- 
Jated facilities as may be necessary in order to make the power and energy 
generated at said projects available in wholesale quantities for sale on fair and 
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reasonable terms and conditions to facilities owned by the Federal Government, 
public bodies, cooperatives, and privately owned companies. All moneys re- 
ceived from such sales shall be deposited in the Treasury of the United States as 
miscellaneous receipts. : 


Senator Kerr. Does it say anything about interest on the amount. 


being amortized ? 

Senator Case (reading) : 

Rate schedules shall be drawn having regard to the recovery of the cost of 
producing and transmitting such electric energy, including the amortization of 
the capital investment allocated to power over a reasonable period of years. 

Senator ANnperson. That is why I asked Mr. French to come in, 
the attorney for the Interior Committee, because I was not familiar 
with the fact that when you build a power dam that you had a right 
and an obligation to charge for the remaining amounts that irrigators 
could not take care of, and put that in your power structure. I 
think you have maybe authority to fix rates, if you want to. But if 
tig are going to be scrupulous, it seemed to me that you had to come 

ack and charge only for the amount necessary to charge the power. 
I was trying to find your citation in law that would cover the other. 


Senator Barrerr. If the Senator will yield to me, I do not think: 


you are going to find any citation in the law. 
Senator Anperson. Nor do I, but I would be happy to see it. 
Senator Barrerr. But I still think that it is the law, for this 
reason: As I stated a moment ago, the Congress, by repeated appro- 
priations year after year since the Missouri Basin was authorized, 
has appropriated money on the reports of the Bureau of Reclamation 


' that they have established a power pool in that big project, the 
0 


Missouri Basin project, and that they propose to pay for these indi- 
vidual irrigation projects in this fashion: No. 1, the farmers are 
called upon to pay that part which they are able to pay; No. 2, the 
balance is to be repaid from the power pool of the Missouri Basin 
projects. 

It is true, as Mr. Grimes has indicated here, that power must repay 
its own cost with interest at 3 percent, and the irrigators do not 
have to pay interest on the part that is assigned for their own irriga- 
tion project. But the balance that they cannot pay has to be paid out 
of the pool. 

The Congress passed these appropriation bills, and the appropria- 
tion bills were predicated on that theory, and, therefore, they have 
recognized and made that theory a part of the law, in my opinion. 
That is my side of the case. 


Senator Anpgrson. I will state to the witness that those of us on . 


the Interior Committee who are not lawyers have to make use of our 
lawyers like Senator Barrett very, very frequently. I will not get 
into an argument with him over what the law is. I will say that I was 
at least surprised by your statement that the marketing of power by 
the Secretary of the Interior shail be at such rates as will return the 


Federal investment in power facilities, including that portion of the - 


irrigation cost which is in excess of the irrigators ability to pay. 


Mr. Grimes. Senator Anderson, you will noe that in this statement, 
I have put down as we understand it in the Missouri Basin. I think 
that in all of these interpretations, and there have been a number of 


them, of the Flood Control Act, the interpretation has been put on 
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the statements and the provisions in the Flood Contro] Act, whereby 
the Secretary of the Interior shall have any moneys allocated to that 
department in accordance with the reclamation laws. 

Historically, power has been used as a subsidy payment, to use those 
words, for irrigation costs. 

Senator Anperson. And iri the Colorado River Basin project that 
we just passed in a recent session, we would be in a tough spot if we 
could not use power revenues. But now you are dealing with flood 


‘control, and you have a great many flood control projects in the Pacific 


Northwest that have some irrigation potentialities. 

Am I to understand that rates must be fixed so that if they ever 
bring in irrigation up in the Columbia Basin, the Secretary of the 
Interior must pay for the deficiency that exists by an advance in 

ower rates? I think it is of some interest and importance because 
S may not plan to do that. 

Mr. Grimes. It is very important to us. In the Pacific Northwest, 
I am sure that a portion of the Columbia Basin project is being paid 
for by the power revenues from the Grand Coulee Dam. 

Senator Case. There is another paragraph in the 1944 act which I 
think should be read here. It is section 9, subparagraph ¢e: 

Subject to the basinwide findings and recommendations regarding the benefits, 
the allocations of costs and repayments by water users made in said House and 
Senate documents. 

And those 2 are the 2 to which Mr. Grimes has referred being the 
Pick report with the House number and the Senate number covering 
the Sloan report: 

The reclamation and power developments to be undertaken by the Secretary 
of the Interior under said plans shall be governed by the Federal reclamation 
laws (act of June 17, 1902, and 32 Stat. 388, and acts amendatory or supple- 
mentary thereto), except that irrigation of Indian trust and tribal lands, and 
aw ae thereiore, shall be in accordance with the laws relating to Indian 
lunds. 

Here is Mr. James Bradley, from the Office of the Assistant Secre- 
tary of the Interior. I have just asked him about this thing, and he 
says that there is some interpretation based upon that which supports, 
I think, what Mr. Grimes has said. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES BRADLEY, GENERAL ENGINEER, OFFICE 
OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Braptey. Mr. Chairman, may I bring together two or three 
points ? 

I am James Bradley. My title is General Engineer in the Office 
of the Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. Chairman, Senator Case just said section 9 (c). I think it 


is important to regard first section 9 (a). This is a sort of stepping- 


stone type of connection. 9 (a) says the general plan for the Mis- 
sourl Basin as set forth in House Document 475 and: Senate Docu- 
ment 191—that is the significant reference there—is hereby approved, 
and the initial stages are recommended and authorized. 

Senate’ Document 191, Mr. Chairman, included in the early pages 
a statement of the finances of the project, and in that statement of 
finances, there was included a pay-out plan in summary form that 
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included very materially the use of power revenues in aid of irri- 
gation. So we feel that the—— 

Senator Kerr. May I ask a question there? 

Mr. Braptey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Was that a plan which would commit the revenues 
‘generally, the power revenues generally, of all of the projects to help 
pay the irrigation costs of all of the projects, or is the commitment 
against power revenues of a project limited insofar as irrigation costs 
are concerned to the irrigation project created or served by the same. 
project ? 

Mr. Braptey. Senator, in our opinion, since the document pre- - 
sented a total corps plus reclamation cost, and a total corps plus 
reclamation pay-out, that document certainly considered the basin as 
a whole. 

Setnator Kerr. Has there been any interpretation to that effect by 
a court adjudicating an element of that as a controversy before it? 

Mr. Braptey. I know of no court case; no, sir. 

Senator Kerr. What is the basis of the interest charge? In listen- 
ing to Senator Case read the act with reference to reimbursement of 
the cost of the power elements of the project, I did not hear anything 
with reference to repayment of the amortization of the cost plus in- 
terest. . 

Mr. Braptey. Senator, on flood control projects, and the section 
that he read, of course, was section 5, the flood control type of lan- 
guage, there is no reference to interest. We get to interest on such 
projects simply as an administrative determination of long standing— 
that that is fairly included within the term “cost” on power. 

In reclamation laws, and this particular Missouri Basin 

Senator Anperson. Would you explain how long standing? This 
is an act of 1944. Was it before that, the understanding of how they 
were going to administer the act of 1944? How could they decide 
back in 1906 how they were going to administer the act of 1944? 

Mr. Braptry. Senator Anderson, as far as the 1944 act is con- 
cerned, of course, the history of it starts with 1944. 

Senator Anprrson. In 1944, your section (c) deals with these water 
uses as well as section (a), and there was nothing in the documents. 
-I am trying to find out when somebody files a document, and we say 
we generally approve it, do we have to now start back and go through 
it word for Be3 to be sure we do not approve something that is going 
to require that the deficiencies that the irrigators may face have to 
be loaded onto the power cost in a certain period of time? 

In the upper Colorado project, it may be 90 years or 100 years be- 
fore some of these excess amounts are going to be available. I do not 
know what was in the original plans filed. I am beginning to worry, 
now, as to what might be in them, if it is true that the Department of 
the Interior can make such a decision and hold by it, because it is of 
eins ae What language do you find that says it has to be done 
this wa 

Mr. A Senator, that carries us back to the act of 1939 on the 
reclamation side. The reclamation law specifically provides that the 
rates shall include a charge of 3 percent interest. 

Senator Kerr. Is that a provision of law that says any reclamation 
project which generates. power shall be operated so that the power 
costs shall be recovered with interest ? 
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Mr. Brapiey. Yes, sir. And that same clause says further that 
the Secretary may assign for recovery from power revenues charges 
that would be allocated first to irrigation but beyond the ability of 
the irrigators to repay. . 

Senator Kerr. Do you think that coverage of language is broad 
enough to apply to an authorization of flood-control projects? ; 

Mr. Brapiey. The quick and direct answer, Senator, is “Yes,” in 
our opinion, in the Missouri Basin project. 

If I may, I would like to say that there has been a great deal of 
head scratching over relying on this series of steppingstones. Senate 
Document 191, which considered this financial plan, is how we are 
administering it. 

Senator Kerr. It looks to me like there is a possibility that you are 
relying upon conclusion reached upon the basis of a number of imple- 
mented desires. 

Senator Anperson. You use the quotation of 3 percent interest. 
Am I not correct that the Glen Canyon Dam is going to be on the 
basis of 27% percent ? 

Mr. Braptey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. Is it in violation of the law? 

Mr. Brapuey. It is considered that in all recent authorizations, 
where there has been an opportunity to lay before the Congress a 
specific proposal, the interest should be either the going cost-of-money 
rate or, when it was stabilized at about 214 percent for so many years, 
that it be specifically set at 214. 

We have a number of projects at 214, or between.214 and 2%, 
when it is geared into an opinion by the Secretary of the Treasury 
as to the cost of money. 

Senator Anperson. Then you are going back to the 1939 law for 
the 3 percent? 

Mr. Braptey. Yes. 

Senator Anperson. And that does not say 3 percent, does it? It 
might be 3 or 4 or 5 or 62 

fr. Braptey. It says not more than 3 percent, as I recall it. 

Senator Anperson. It says not less than 3 percent, if I read it 
correctly. 

Mr. Braptey. You are entirely right, and you read it right. 

- Senator Anperson. So it could be 4 percent or 5 percent or 6 per- 
cent. 

Mr. Braptey. Yes, sir; it could, under the law. 

Senator AnpEerson. How do you come up with a flat 3 percent, then? 

Mr. Braptey. In the field of interest, Senator, as far as I know, 
the application of it has always been based on an interpretation that 
interest has been included generally in the term “cost,” and that 
normally we are thinking about the cost of money which was in the 
neighborhood of 214 percent. The reclamation law used the figure 
-of 3 percent and for years custom has had it that we use 3 percent on | 
reclamation projects. 

Senator Anperson. I am not quarreling about that. I am glad to 
see you use 3 percent. I am trying to find out in this testimony some- 
thing about these other provisions. We keep running into these things. 

Do I understand, now, that you believe that the reclamation law of 
1939 is binding on the Flood Control Act of 1944? 
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Mr. Braptery. With regard to this particular project, yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I do not-know why this issue has 
never arisen as sharply as this, but I respectfully differ with Mr. 
Bradley on the basis of such evidence as we have here. I think that 
the Flood Control Act of 1944 set up two different bases for the allo- 
cation of power costs. In paragraph (c) of section 9, to which he has 
referred, I want to read a few more clauses. It says, “Subject to 
the” and so forth— 


the allocation of costs and the repayments by water users, made in said House 
and Senate documents, the reclamation and power developments to be under- 
taken by the Secretary of the Interior under said plans shall be governed by the 
reclamation laws. 


That is one proposition. That says— 


where the power development is by the Secretary of the Interior it shall be 
governed by the Federal reclamation laws. : 

But section 5 precisely relates to power and energy generated at 
reservoir projects under the control of the War Department, and in 
the opinion of the Secretary of War not needed in the operation of 
that, shall be delivered to the Secretary of the Interior who shall 
transit and dispose of such power and energy in such manner as to 
encourage the most widespread use, and so forth. 

Then it goes on to say: 

Rate schedules shall be drawn having regard to the recovery of the cost of 
producing and transmitting such electric energy, including the amortization of 
the capital investment allocated to power over a reasonable period of years. 

It happens that in South Dakota we have one small power project, 
which was undertaken by the Secretary of the Interior, under this com- 
prehensive plan. That is the small generating plant at Angostura. 
- Do you use the same basis for determining the rate for power sold 
from the Angostura project that you do for power sold from the 
Randall Dam, bearing in mind that the Angostura Dam was built by 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the Randall Dam was built by the 
Corps of Engineers? , 

Mr. Braptey. We use the same basis, Senator, basinwide, for all 

rojects, that are either under the corps or under the Bureau of Rece- 
adbation. in the Missouri Basin project. 

Senator Anperson. Do you believe you could use a different basis, 
if you wished ? . 

r. Braptey. At this time, I doubt it, Senator, because we have 
accumulated since 1944, 12 years of experience reports from the Comp- 
troller General, and so forth. Interior has consistently developed and 
has so reported, periodically, in one way or another, as to Appropria- 
- tion Committees on the Hill, just what its practice has been. It has 
been somewhat controversial, but we have developed a strong ad- 
ministrative current in the direction of considering this a reclamation 
project, with one sole exception, sir. We do not consider that the 
revenues, after they have been credited on the books as being in aid of 
irrigation repayment, should finally come to rest in the reclamation 
fund, but, rather, that in the case of nonreclamation power dams, like 
Garrison, the revenues therefrom should finish up in the general fund 
of the Treasury. 

Senator Anperson. I am going to insist on asking questions, be- 
cause now you are really going to get into something on that, be- 
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cause a great many of us had hoped that as these millions of dollars 
come back in they did go to the reclamation fund. 

Someday I would like to have you give me a little letter saying 
how you decided they would not. 

The business of law is still important regardless of administrative 
decisions. I think it might have been possible to have followed two 
different paths, as the Senator from South Dakota indicated. We 
might have two different yardsticks. 

enator Case. I think the answer to the point just raised by Sena- 
tor Anderson is fixed by section 5, which says— 
with respect to the power delivered by the Secretary of War to the Interior 
all moneys received from such sales shall be deposited in the Treasury of the 
United States as miscellaneous receipts. 

If you respect that sentence in section 5 as controlling the power 
from Army-built dams, it seems to me that you should respect the 
rest of that section which prescribes how the rates on the Army-gen- 
erated power shall be fixed. 

Senator Kerr. Is it not possible, Mr. Witness, that you have a 
custom here conceived in error and dedicated to inaccuracy which 
has now been so long practiced as to assume the proportions of a con- 
secrated fallacy ? I think the Senator from South Dakota and the 
Senator from New Mexico have made a great contribution here in 
turning on the light with reference to what the witness has referred 
to as long practice of administrative procedure, with reference to 
which there is absolutely no foundation in law, unless it rests some- 
where other than that which either he or others have called to the 
attention of the hearing. 

Mr. Braptey. It is entirely possible, Senator Kerr, that I have in 
no way given you everything that should be presented to you. I 
am sure that the Department 

Senator Kerr. All I ask for is a basis for the long practice of ad- 
ministrative procedure to which you referred. Everything that has 
been pointed out here by the Senator from South Dakota and the 
Senator from New Mexico would indicate that the long practice of 
administrative procedure rests on no foundation other than itself. 
If there is some other foundation, I feel that the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, in justice to the fine reputation which it enjoys as being operated 
by law and not by men, would, of necessity, bring it to this committee 
and show it to us. 

Mr. Braptey. Speaking for the Department, I am sure the De- 
partment would appreciate the opportunity to make a better presen- 
tation. Surely and most sincerely, I think you will find, Senators, 
that the steppingstones are those that I mentioned, the 1939 act, 
the two sections, both 5 and 9 in the 1944 authorizing act, the fre- 
quent reports to the Congress, and Senate Document No. 191. 

Senator Anperson. I do not question that. I simply would like to 
- gee the steppingstones before I step on them. 

Mr. Braptey. I think to do that, better than I am able to do it 
here, if it is the pleasure of the committee we would like to do that: 
in the form of a prepared presentation. 

Senator Murray. This is a valuable discussion that is taking placa 
here, but it is taking a long time. We have a great many witnesses 
to be heard. 
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Would it be possible for you to prepare a statement for the record 
that would cover these matters that you have been discussing? 

Mr. Braptey. We would be happy to, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. If the chairman will yield at that point, I would 
request him to have the Solicitor of the Department submit it, be- 
cause in the first place the witness says he is a general engineer. 
That is a very fine professional attainment, but he has not gilded 
the lily of his reputation as a legal authority by what he has told us 
here. If there is a basis in law, I would think that the assignment 
should be given to one learned in that profession. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I think it should be observed in be- 
half of Mr. Bradley, that he did not create this interpretation. He 
inherited it. I do not know how long he has been there. 

Senator Kerr. He has certainly indicated that he has embraced 
it. 

Senator Casz. That may be. But certainly there is a difference. 
I was amazed to learn that an engineer or a lawyer or the Depart- 
ment of the Interior would hold that an act in 1939 would super- 
sede an act of 1944. 

Senator Kerr. And be controlling on it when neither mentioned 
the other. The language is conflicting. 

Senator ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I would be very happy to have 
the Department submit a statement on this. I am not a lawyer. 
Senator Case is not a lawyer either. It is helpful to us to have these 
arranged. As the chairman knows, I have been trying now for 3 
years to get a digest of a half-dozen principal reclamation cases from 
the Department of the Interior, and I still hope to get an appropria- 
tion through so that an outside lawyer can bring them to us, if we 
cannot get them from some other source. 

Senator Murray. I think we should follow that procedure. The 
Solicitor should appear here at the time he presents the matter, for 
further questioning. 

Mr. Brapitey. Mr. Chairman, you had in mind the Solicitor of 
the Interior Department ? ; 

Senator Murray. Yes. 

Mr. Braptry. We will be very glad to. 

Senator Murray. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF J. W. GRIMES, CHIEF ENGINEER AND EXECUTIVE 
OFFICER OF THE SOUTH DAKOTA WATER RESOURCES COMMIS- 
SION—Resumed 


Mr. Gries. Sometime ago I was remarking that there were two 
divisions of the power, and I think I covered in my statement that 
certain power requirements are necessary for irrigation-project use, 
meaning the pumping of water to supply that water to the land. 

Senator Anperson. Do you have much pumping? 

Mr. Gruomes. These projects in the Missouri Basin have a terrific 
amount of power use in the projects themselves. 

Senator Anperson. So the rate does not really matter. 

Mr. Gries. The rate, as we understand it, applied to the irrigation 
power for pumping would be 214 mills, as differentiated from the 
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commercial power structure, which is the second thing I wanted to 
call attention to. 

We have a project use of power as incorporated in the act itself, 
where the Corps of Engineers use power for their powerplants before 
it is turned over to the Secretary of the Interior. That is a project 
use of power. 

In that particular case, as we understand it, there is no cost as 
such, or any revenue derived from that power. It is simply an oper- 
ating cost of the main-stem generating plant. When it is turned over 
to the Secretary of the Interior, it becomes commercial power and it is 
sold then, with preference to the public bodies and cooperatives, in 
accordance with good business principles and the other provisions of 
the act. So there are those two separate considerations for the power 
that is generated on the Missouri Basin project. 

Senator Carrouti. At that point, what is the mill cost of commer- 
cal power? You said 2% mills for irrigation power. What is the 
commercial power ¢ 

Mr. Gries. I think I could answer that, but perhaps it should be 
checked by someone from the Department of the Interior. Irrigation 
power to be used on Federal irrigation projects should be 214 mills 
per kilowatt-hour. Firm power, commercial power, is sold at a rate 
structure, a graduated rate structure, depending to some extent upon 

conditions of the load served, and will average about 514 mills, if a 
50-percent load factor is the governing condition of the customers’ 
load system. 

Secondary power is sold at a rate structure which will average 
about 3 mills per kilowatt-hour. Dump power is sold at a rate which 


I think now is 85 percent of the fuel costs of the customers who buy it. 
There is one other category. Understand, the definition of firm power 
as used by the Bureau of Reclamation is a flexible firm power 
definition. To some extent it differs from a private utility who has 
steam plants generating, because the Bureau of Reclamation defines 
firm power as sats that power which will meet the load curve of the 


power demand. If it does that, it is firm power. If it does not do 
that on a continuous basis, it is not firm power. 

Senator Carrott. Are you prepared in your statement later on to 
discuss the secondary aspect of power and dump power? There was 
some criticism by the preceding witness about the mismanagement of 
secondary and dump power. ; 

Mr. Grimes. I had not intended to cover that, but if you like, I can 
comment, as I am doing now. 

Senator Carrotu. I have one other point. The payout period on 
irrigators is 40 years. The payout period on power is 50 years. If 
power revenue is to take care of deficits on irrigation, is that on 
a 40- or 50-year basis ¢ 

Mr. Grimes. I understand that payment in 50 years at 3 percent 
is @ primary responsibility, and excess revenues during that 50 years 
should be used to pay irrigation costs which the irrigators cannot 
pay, and payment for the irrigator costs would be paid after the 
power costs with interest had ben repaid. 

Senator Carrotui. I am new on this committee, and that is why I 
am asking the questions. 
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In the operating principles, was this done in the basin program of 
the Missouri Basin, the operating principle for all these projects? 

Mr. Grimes. I am not sure I understand the question. 

Senator Carrott. In the pay-out period for power and irrigation 
costs, was it done collectively ? 76 

Mr. Grimes. Yes. The pay-out period was included in Senate Doc- 
ument 191, which was the Bureau’s portion of the Missouri Basin Plan. 

Senator Carrort. And when that report was made to the Con- 
gress, was there a statement about the pay-out period for power, and 
was there a statement about interest at that time? 

Mr. Grimes. I am sure there was, but I could not cite it. 

Senator Carroitz. I am merely coming back to another statement 
which is unclear to me. 

Well, it was in that report, the payout period, coupled with inter- 
est. 
Senator Barrerr. That is right. The reclamation law provides for 


a 10-year development period and a 40-year pay-out. That is for 


50 years. The power is on a 50-year basis, as you indicated a moment 
ago. So they are identical to all intents and purposes. It seems 
to me that the interest rate was arrived at, to a certain extent, on a 
negative basis. Congress provided that there should be no interest 
for reclamation, for the reclamation project itself. Consequently, 
the Congress did not give that benefit to the power features of the 
project, and, consequently, the interest then became as a matter of 
course payable under the power features. 

Senator Carrott. I merely want to say, Mr. Chairman for the 
record that 10 years ago in the House of Representatives we had a 


at dispute over this interest, and there was no fixed standard.’ 


here was some flexibility. We found that in that flexibility it helps 
the feasibility of some of these projects. We will talk about that 
later on when the report comes in. 

Senator Anperson. I do not want to take the time, and I am not 
going to do it, because the chairman is anxious to get on, but I 
think that sometime we ought to examine that statement that the part 
of the power which is devoted to the repayment of irrigation costs, 
which the irrigators are unable to pay, bears 3 percent interest. I 
am not sure that it does. 

Mr. Gres. The payment of the irrigation costs, we understand, 
would be interest-free. 

Senator Anperson. But you said that a portion of the power rev- 
enues are also allocated to the payment of these irrigation costs that 
the irrigators cannot pay: I think that is interest-free also. 

Mr. Gries. That is interest free also. That is the way I under- 
stand. 

Senator Anperson. I did-not understand you correctly. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Grrmes. Any payment, irrespective of source, for irrigation 
costs, is an interest-free payment, we understand. But it is very im- 
portant to us in the basin as we understand the project, to have those 
power. revenues available for the payment of irrigation costs beyond 
the irrigators’ payment, and since there was a question about it, as 
evidenced by the discussion around the table, it is very, very impor- 
tant to us. I am not sure whether it is clear all the way through. 
That is the way we understand it in the basin. 
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Senator Cass. It is a.most important question to get settled, be- 
cause the development of irrigation projects may hinge upon whether 
or not they are going to be subsidized by the power payments. 

Mr. Grimes. That is one of our fears. I will get to that a little 
later in the statement. 

Senator Anpgrson. One of your fears? I would say it is one of 
my hopes. 

Mr. Grumes. One of the fears is that we are not going to get the 
irrigation projects because they will not be feasible without payment 
from the power revenues in the Missouri Basin. 

Senator Anperson. That is absolutely true. 

Mr. Guimes. Expenditures of appropriated Federal moneys by the 
Secretary of the Army are to be in accordance with the Federal flood- 
control acts including local responsibilities and financial obligations 
but primarily at Federal expense. 

As the Missouri River program developed to a partial operating 
stage certain water-use customs have been recognized and certain 
operating agreements have been reached among the participating 
Federal-State partners. River sanitation and water supply require- 
ments for cities and industries, principally the larger population 
centers downstream from Sioux City, Iowa, but also in isolated up- 
stream instances, have been separated in waterflow considerations and 
are given some preference in reservoir operations. It is generally - 
understood that these requirements include future as well as present 
requirements. 

‘he Secretary has established the marketing area for the sale of 
Missouri Basin power. Power rates have been specified on a uni- 
formly applicable rate structure for the various types of power serv- 
ice throughout the marketing area. The criteria, under which power 
sales are made, have been established, including preference conditions 
and the Federal policy that sale of Missouri River power does not 
include responsibility to meet customer load growth after the avail- 
able river power is committed. 

That is specially important. I am sure that the presentation of 
the preference customers here today will be centered around that 
particular thing, because the Federal Government’s policy is that 
there is a block of power available here “but we cannot assure,” the 
Federal Government tells us, “that any load growth of those prefer- 
ence customers will be met by Federal power.” 

Senator Case. They have been meeting deficiencies in allocations, 
have they not? 

Mr. Grimes. Operations have met those various things, Senator. 

Senator Anperson. Do I understand that as you now make sales to 
preference customers, there is a rather small and fixed limit of it, and 
then they sell the remaining power to nonpreference customers, but 
when these 10-year customers run out there are new preference cus- 
tomers that want to increase their amounts but cannot obtain it? 

Mr. Grimes. Only for sales to preference customers. That condi- 
tion does not apply if a sale is made to a nonpreference customer, 
because those contracts provide, I understand, for withdrawal of that 
amount, if preference customers need it. But once all preference 
customers have power assigned to them, and the Federal Government 
has no more power available from the Missouri River powerplants, 
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then there is no more responsibility for service inherent in the Fed- 
eral Government’s responsibility. 

When this block of power is gone to preference customers, then 
the Federal Government tells these preference customers, “You must 
get your power through your load growth elsewhere.” 

While responsibility for main stem reservoir operations is vested 
in the Federal agencies, the basin States share in the technical and 
administrative ccnsiderations that are associated with anticipated 
river flows, water needs and operational criteria. 

To the best of my knowledge, I have worded the above premises 
and policies as they are generally understood among the people in 
the Missouri River Basin, To the extent we know, these basic prin- 
ciples function as the authorized basis for development of the basin 
despite the complexities of new laws, water jurisdiction discussions, 
increasing costs, broadened scope, agency reorganizations, admin- 
istrative interpretations and related byline distractions. If, by some 
chance, these understandings are not proper, we in the basin are 
very, very fearful for the projects, and it is specially true for the later 
_ investments in irrigation upstream that we are concerned about. 

If these premises and policies as we understand them are not a cor- 
rect story—that is the story we have been led to believe would govern 
this basin development—if they are not the basis, then we should 
know about it. 

I am afraid that we are going to find ourselves in a pretty tough 
situation if these premises which we are operating on are not right. 
I am thinking now about the beneficiaries in the valley upstream and - 
downstream and east of us. 

Progress to date and existing conditions have resulted in some in- 
ternal uncertainties and fears among present and prospective power 
and water users. Dissatisfaction has been expressed to State govern- 
ment. Complaints are voiced that power rates are not the same for 
equivalent service among various power users. Large releases of 
water for navigation ais Blenned for lack of wintertime power. The 
sizable volumes of water being released through the main-stem dams 
without generation of power result in questions about loss of power 
revenue. Slowness of accretions to the conservation pools of the main- 
stem reservoirs brings forth questions as to why so much land was 
taken for reservoir areas and when will irrigation water be available. 

New transmission lines being built across the State, some say, is 
transporting power too far. Heavy investments in power facilities 
are questioned as to economic feasibility. Special-interest publicity 
raises a storm of protest. Costs are getting so large and net power 
revenues are so low, some say, that we will never get our irrigation 
projects. These and probably others will come to your attention dur- 
ing your hearings. 

All of these adverse attitudes, except some that would require leg- 
islation, concern relationships within the basin. They are important . 
and I would like to comment briefly regarding them. 

Since the spring of 1954 when the 1944 act main-stem reservoir 
operations began, and I specify that because of the Fort Peck project 
authorization, annual water yields of the Missouri River have been 
low, about 75 percent of average. During that period, also, new 
reservoirs had to be filled to operating levels with these low water 
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year flows plus water in reservoirs built under authorization prior to 
the Flood Control Act of 1944, In addition, demands for water serv- 
ice were insistent and heightened by drought conditions. Officials 
were anxious to satisfy the water and power needs of the area to the 
maximum extent possible. The result was overcommitment, perhaps, 
of the water supply. To satisfy power users, special interchange 
nace were negotiated with power companies. This provided 
additional navigation season flows and navigation seasons were longer 
than would have been possible otherwise. 

Calculated risks were taken when estimating river flows in ad- 
vance. Alternative operations were worked out. Contingency factors 
were carefully analyzed. In short, all conditions considered, a good 
job has been done. 

However, there is a limit to these arrangements until at least aver- 
age flows in the Missouri River come. As I see it, water and power 
users must tighten their belts from now on to permit a buildup of 
insurance storage in the reservoirs. Commitments for water service 
have grown to such proportions that serious brownouts could occur 
unless there is carryover storage available. New services are in the 
making. Equity demands that they, too, receive a porportionate 
sharing of the available water supply. Commitments for water and 
' power service from now on must be limited to reasonably safe, longer- 
than-one-year water supply estimate. The reservoirs now built must 
begin to accomplish more than a seasonal redistribution of water- 
flows. Also, to get the job done that must be done flexibility of opera- 
tion is imperative. 

I wish to suggest, also, that more decisive and definite factual in- 
forniation be made available throughout the basin by the Federal 
agencies. I wish that they would be less fearful of the consequences 
of their acts. I believe it would help them get their job done rather 
than otherwise. To date, I am not sure that they agree with my 
suggestion. 

Since I believe, from all indications available to me, that the matter 
now before your committees concerns internal conditions within the 
Missouri River Basin and since I have faith in the Congress and all 
sectors of the Missouri River Basin that the complete project will be 
constructed, I recommend that this matter be referred to the Fed- 
eral-State team in the basin with whatever guiding observations the 
committees see fit to add. 

Governor Joe Foss of South Dakota shares these views, and I 
speak on his behalf. 

Senator Murray. Thank you very much for your fine statement. 
We appreciate it very much. We believe it to be very helpful to the 
committee. 

Senator O’Mahoney is here now, and inasmuch as he has to appear 
on the floor I would like to ask him for some comments at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH C. 0’"MAHONEY, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM WYOMING 


Senator O’Manoney. Mr. Chairman, I understood that the in- 
terpretation of the so-called O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment was 
one of the issues before your committee. I, therefore, want to say 
‘just a few words. 
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To illustrate what I have in mind, I have brought the Department 
of the Interior map of the United States. I wanted the committee to 
see clearly what I had in mind when the O’Mahoney-Millikin amend- 
ment was adopted in 1944. It will be remembered that we were at 
that: time coming to the organization of the construction of the great 
interstate water project in the Missouri Basin. My interest in water 
arises from the fact that the State of Wyoming, and I have had the 
honor to be one of their Senators for a long time now, is, in effect, the 
roof of the country. 

Not many mate know that the fact is that the three greatest rivers 
in the United States rise in the State of Wyoming. 

Senator Murray. How about Montana? 

Senator O’Manonry. Montana is below Wyoming, though it is above 
Wyoming on the north. 

The Yellowikene River has one of its sources in Wyoming. The 
water flows from the State of Wyoming north into the State of 
Montana and on down to the State of Missouri. So I say we are above 
the State of Montana, Mr. Chairman. 

The Snake River, which rises in Wyoming, flows likewise down into 
the Columbia Basin and into the Pacific Ocean. The waters which 
rise here within a 50-square mile area at the southeastern corner of _ 
the Yellowstone National Park, flow south into the Colorado River 
and down into the Gulf of California. So waters from Wyoming feed 
the Gulf of Mexico, the Gulf of California, the Pacific Ocean, and, 
of course, through the Gulf of Mexico, the Atlantic Ocean. 

When this State and other States, Montana included, were estab- 
lished and admitted to the Union, it was at a time when the policy of 
Congress was to promote the settlement of these areas, the agricultural 
development of the surface of the land and the mineral development 
of the deposits in all these public land States. 

The policy of Congress was to invite people to move west and to 
settle under the homestead laws in these areas, and I must include 
Colorado, Senator Carroll, and I must include Nebraska, Senator 
Hruska, and I must include South Dakota, Senator Case, and I must 
include New Mexico, Senator Anderson. All of these States were 
part of this general area. 

It has frequently been stated that the essential needs in building 
up these States were water as well as people. When the States were 
admitted to the Union, as the Committee on the Interior knows very - 
well, the acts of admission under the Constitution established the 
theory of water use. The waters belong to the States. They are used 
by allocation made through the courts. They cannot be kept in idle- 
ness. If one holder of a water right ceases to use that water, he may 
not hold it idly ; it goes to some other person who can use it. 

When we began to build or to conceive the building of this great 
interstate project, like that which brought the Colorado River com- 
pact about, when we began to contemplate the development of the 
waters of the Missouri Basin, the purpose was twofold: First, to 
utilize the water and, secondly, to prevent floods. There was a great 
desire on the part of the users of the Mississippi River to promote 
navigation. But inasmuch as the rights of the people came first, 
when we were authorizing this structure and laying the basis for other 
structures, we wrote into the Flood Control Act of 1944—and bear in 
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mind it was the Flood Control Act, the act designed to prevent dam- 
age from floods—when we wrote that act, we were anxious to make 
certain that developments downstream would not destroy the historic 
purpose of Congress in promoting the development of the agricultural, 
the mineral, the industrial, the domestic resources of the States above. 

The old Committee on Commerce had jurisdiction of the Flood Con- 
trol Act. I appeared before that committee and my argument for the 
amendment which was finally written into law was based upon this 
simple concept: There never was any intention, and could not possibly 
be any intention, upon the part of Congress to compel the residents in 
the dry-land States west of the 98th meridian to sit at their doorsteps 
and watch the water flow unused by their farms and ranches to fill 
new, modern works below on the stream. 

So by the simple method of stating that principle, and to make sure 
that the water would never be used to the otrinnast of the basic right 
of the settlers in this area, we wrote this amendment. I presented it 
to a meeting of the National Reclamation Association in Chicago. 
Senator Millikin was present. I remember Judge Stone, who was 
head of the Colorado State Water Commission at the time and a grad- 
uate of the University of Colorado at Boulder. I knew him when I 
was an editor of a newspaper in Boulder, and he was going to school. 
His concept was exactly the same as mine. Together we worked out 
this amendment which I presented in the name of Senator Millikin 
and myself. 

Let me read it: 


The use for navigation in connection with the operation and maintenance of 
such works herein authorized for construction— 


and the works authorized, of course, were the Missouri Basin works— 


‘ of waters arising in States lying wholly or partly west of the 98th meridian, 
shall be only such use as does not conflict with any beneficial consumptive use, 
present or future, in States lying wholly or partly west of the 98th meridian, 
of such waters for domestic, municipal, stock water, irrigation, mining, or 
industrial purposes. 

I do not see how language could be more simple or more clear. 

Here is a declaration that none of the projects to be constructed in 
the Missouri-Mississippi Basin should gain any priority over the 
water rights of the persons living-in the area here described for domes- 
tic, municipal, stock water, irrigation, mining, or industrial purposes. 

Let us take domestic purposes, for example. The farmer’s wife, 
the rancher’s wife, running the kitchen on a farm in these dry land 
States must cook the meal. Perhaps she will use wood. She did in the 
old days, no doubt. Perhaps she will use coal. Coal is a mining 
project. Water for mining purposes cannot be prevented from utiliza- 
tion by the residents of this State by any navigation project con- 
structed below. The same is true for gas. The same is true for fuel 
of any kind, and electric energy is fuel. ! 

The water may be used to produce electric energy for domestic pur- 
poses, for mining purposes, for industrial pruposes. This is a solemn, 
explicit, clear priority which prevents any future project from gain- 
ing a priority over the water system established by the constitutions 
of these old States, these dry land States, and their acts of admission. 

If anybody seeks to know what was in the minds of the sponsors of 
this amendment, I am here to tell them. The purpose here was to 
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protect the water rights, without which this area could not have be- 
come the thriving center that it is today. 

I remember from my own experience. I came to Washington first 
as secretary to Senator John B. Kendrick, of Wyoming. He made 
the trip from Matagorda Bay, in Texas, across this area, now the State 
of Oklahoma, up through Kansas, through part of Colorado, and up 
into Wyoming, driving cattle. Many times he told me that: when he 
first made that trip, just as a young man of about 18 or 19 years of 
age in charge of a great herd of cattle which he was driving along 
there, there was not a habitation of man, except the tepee of the 
Indian in that whole area. There was not a fence; it was all prairie 
land. Over that, he drove the herd of cattle. He was accompanied 
by cowboys. They established ranches and farms up in this area, 
ranches first—the farmer came later on. Sometimes there were con- 
flicts between the homesteader and the rancher over the use of the. 
public domain, true. But this was only part of the historic develop- 
ment of the West. And nobody ever dreamed that the time would 
come when it would be contended that the water of this area could 
not be used by the people who inhabited the area. 

Senator Kendrick, as I say, passed over this land, and there was 
not a State in the whole area. Now there are thriving States, each 
with two Senators in the United States Senate. You take away their 
water and they will not be very good Senators. 

Is there any question ? 

Senator Hruska. I have a question, Mr. Chairman. 

I first of all went to express my appreciation for this fine historical 
background. Both Senator Carroll and I are new on this committee 
and to this phase of work. I want to commend you for that very clear 
explanation of the background of this O’Mahoney-Millikin amend- 
ment. Maybe it is only a rhetorical question, Senator O’Mahoney 
when you asked how much more simple the language of the subsection 
(b) could be. But I would like to interpret it literally and ask this 
question, because, after all, you phrased the amendment and you were 
instrumental in getting it approved. 

Why was there not a specific reference to the use of water for 
hydroelectric generation purposes in the amendment ? ; 

Senator O’Manonry. The reason for that was that the only danger 
that we feared at that time, the specific danger that we feared, was 
the construction of a channel on the Missouri River near Sioux City, 
where they were going to widen the bed of the stream and deepen the 
channel. The Army engineers’ plan was directly intended to require 
that the water from the whole upper basin should fill that channel 
first. We were thinking primarily of navigation. But not being able 
to foresee all of the possibilities of power, and not intending to pre- 
vent the utilization downstream of water for power, we were content 
to write into the objectives “domestic and municipal.” 

We were cognizant of the fact that in this area there were municipal 
powerplants. I remember very well when I was a city editor in Boul- 
der, Colo., driving over to Longmont, Colo., where the municipal 
public power system had a porchlight free on every home in that 
town. tt is something that I have never known to be given by any 
so-called private utility, by the way, Mr. Chairman—free lights on 
the porches. 
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I do not believe that the development of REA should be hampered 
now by any interpretation that industrial purposes, municipal pur- 
poses, domestic purposes do not comprehend the use of water to pro- 
duce fuel, whether by way of coal or power. 

Senator Hruska. What discussion was there in the formulation of 
this amendment that pertained to the hydroelectric generation of 
power? Was there any discussion or consideration of it at that time, 
expressly and specifically ? 

Senator O’Manonry. Not expressly and specifically that I can re- 
member at the moment, except that we were talking at this time, in 
1944, about REA. We were well aware of that. Your great predeces- 
sor, Senator George W. Norris, who, I believe, deserves a place among 
the select 

Senator Hruska. That report has already been rendered, so this 
is ex post facto, I believe. 

Senator O’Manoney. I do pay tribute to Senator Norris because 
I cooperated with him in his successful effort to establish the TVA 
and to establish rural electrification. It is a great instrument for the 
development of our area—Nebraska, Wyoming, and Colorado as well. 

- Senator Hruska. The reason I ask is that now we are compelled, 
apparently, to.resort to interpretation of the words “industrial pur- 
poses,” as to whether or not it includes hydroelectric generation of 
power. I thought perhaps if it were a factor back there, there might 
have been some other reason for excluding it from express enumera- 
tion. 

Senator O’Manonry. I can assure the Senator there was no reason 
for excluding it. If we had ever thought that industrial purposes 
would not include the furnishing of power for industrial objectives, 
if we thought there was any such interpretation at all, it certainly 
would have been mentioned. I think it is implicit here. 

Senator Hruska. Is there any evidence or any testimony in the 
record back there in 1944, and leading preliminarily thereto, that 
there was an intention as of that time to include hydroelectric power 
generation in the term “industrial purposes” ? 

Senator O’Manoney. It was certainly clear that there was no inten- 
tion not to include it. 

Senator Hruska. That does not quite answer my question, but if 
that is the best you can do, I guess that will be it. 

Senator O’Manoney. I was conducting another hearing this morn- 
ing. I knew about this matter only today. I remember sitting, I 
think, at this very table, when Senator Overton, then chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Commerce, was holding hearings on the Flood 
Control Act of 1944. I remember participating in the hearings, ask- 
ing questions and the like, and never once was there any suggestion 
that the use of water for power should be excluded ; never once. 

Senator Hruska. But you do not have any independent recollection 
now as to whether there was specific reference. to that—that it would 
be included ? 

Senator O’Manonry. No; I am frank to say that I do not. 

Senator Carrot. Would the Senator from Wyoming yield for just 
a moment? ; 
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Senator O’Mahoney, the use of the word “domestic” had reference 
not only to domestic families in cities but domestic families in connec- 
tion with the farm life. 

Senator O’Manoney. Of course. 

Senator Carrotn. At that particular time was the Colorado-Big 
Thompson under construction, at the time that this O’Mahoney-Milli- 


kin amendment was adopted? The anyon of that project was to ~ 


use power for irrigation. I think the Senator will remember the 
operating principles of that project. 

Senator O’Maunonry. Of course. The Senator is very right. 

Senator Carroii. There were other projects under consideration 
where there was the use of power both for domestic and irrigation 
purposes at that time. These were passed by the Congress. As I 
recall, the Colorado-Big Thompson was passed in 1936 or 1937. We 
have had testimony today, and I do not know whether the Senator 


from Wyoming was present at the time, where in the consideration of . 


this very project that they are now using, it is a vital part of the Mis- 
' gouri Basin project, according to the testimony of the engineer from 
the State of South Dakota; that they use power itself for irrigation 
purposes.’ 

It seems to me that the intent of this amendment is clear: That it 
was to use whatever use water could be put to that would be beneficial 
for the purposes set forth in the amendment. 

Senator O’Manoney. May I say in response to you, Senator Carroll, 
and also in further response to the questions of Senator Hruska, that 
at this time Congress was very alert to the use of water for the devel- 
opment of power. Senator Hayden and I, several years before, had 
introduced an amendment by way of one of the appropriation bills, 
to use power revenues for the payment of the costs of construction. 
The committees having to do with legislation for reclamation and 

ower, the committees having to do with appropriations, had many 
diemmniana about power revenues. We were cognizant of the develop- 
ment of electric power by the use of water. ' 

Had there been any intention to exclude electric power from the 
meaning of domestic or industrial objectives, it certainly would have 
left its trail at this time. Nobody was fighting REA then, as is the 
case now. Nobody was talking about the TVA as creeping socialism 
then, as now. Nobody was condemning the use of a great public 
resource for the development of the energy without which human 
‘ civilization cannot exist in the modern day. 

So I have no question at all in my own mind that we successfully 
covered what we had in mind when we wrote this amendment. 

Senator Carrotu. I thank the Senator very much. I will just make 
this one observation for the record. The Congress had passed the 
Colorado-Big Thompson, which included a 13-mile tunnel, a trans- 
mountain diversion, and it was at that time in the operating prin- 
ciples that the water would flow through that tunnel, that powér 
would elevate it to flow to the tunnel. In turn, the water would fall, 
creating more power. It is almost as close as we can come to per- 
petual electrical energy motion. Certainly the Congress must have 
had in mind, when we think in terms of domestic irrigation—they 
must have had in mind the use of electrical energy. 
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Senator O’Manoney. Just, to make it; definitely clear, let nobody be 
misled by the use of the words at the very beginning of the amend- 
ment. We were thinking only of the filling of this Sioux City channel 
for navigation with water that we could use for power, industrial 

urposes, and the like. I am glad that the Senator from Colorado 
os mentioned the Big Thompson. That was being done at exactly the 
same time. ist 

Had there been any danger of such an interpretation, Senator Milli- 
kin would never have been on this amendment with me. We would 
never think that there would be such an interpretation. 

To obtain such a result there would have to be in my opinion specific 
language in the law. There is no specific language in the law, and 
an interpretation of this kind cannot be reached by indirection. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, if the Senator would permit, in sup- 
port of what the Senator has said with respect to the question that 
was at issue at that time, I have here the Congressional Record for 
December 12, 1944. The conference report on the Flood Control 
Act of 1944 was the only place in which the House considered this 
matter. 

The Bureau of Reclamation developed this in the Senate and it -was 
in the Senate, of course, where the O’Mahoney amendment was 
inserted, 

Jongressman Whittington, of Mississippi, was the chairman of the 
. Flood Control Committee’'in the House at that time. When he pre- 
sented the conference report to the House, he brought up the 
‘O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment, with these words: 

A settlement of the conflict of interest between navigation and irrigation has 
been arrived at in this legislation by a declaration of policy by the Congress of 
the United States. It reads as follows— 
and then he read the paragraph, this paragraph (b) to which you re- 
ferred, the use for navigation and so forth. 

So in the presentation to the House, it was presented as a settlement 
of the conflict of interest between navigation and irrigation. 

Subsequently, during the same day, during the consideration of that 
report, I interrogated Mr. Whittington, and so far as I know, my 
interrogation was really the only one which related to power. 

After an introductory remark or two, I said, “Now, then, I would 
like to ask the gentleman one question. My understanding of amend- 
ment No. 9, relating to power, is that it centralizes the disposition of 
power generated in the dams in the Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. WuirTtineTon. That is right. 

. Mr. Case. And limits him in the construction or acquisition of lines to such 
lines as are necessary for distribution on a wholesale basis? f 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Exactly so. I am glad that the gentleman brings this mat- 
ter to my attention. I should have pointed out that therein is the difference be- 
tween the sale of power generated at some of the other dams. This disposal is 
limited to wholesale. I may say that in my judgment the provision is entirely 
proper. The House will recall that the Senate spent much time in considering 
the so-called Bailey amendment, which would have restricted the disposal of 
the power to the dam site, which I think would have been unsound. 

Mr. Case. The limitation to wholesale distribution seems to me to be an appro- 
priate compromise. The Secretary of the Interior, thereby, will not be urged 
or tempted to go into competition with the REA or any other distributing agency, 
private or public, yet should be in a position to extend the use of the power to 


the maximum public benefit through whatever distributor is interested and 
available. 
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In a quick review of the debate on the conference report, that was 
the only reference to power. The fact that Mr. Whittington intro- 
duced the amendment with the statement that it was a settlement of 
the conflict between navigation and irrigation, I think supports what 
Senator O’Mahoney has said. 

Senator O’Manonry. I thank the Senator. I quite agree with 
his interpretation. 

Senator Murray. Senator, I assume from the wording agriculture 
is considered as an industry and is therefore in your amendment ? 

Senator O’Manoney. -Of course agriculture is an industry. 

“Trrigation” was the word which we felt included agriculture, 
because irrigation is for the purpose of providing water on the land 
so crops may be grown. I think we were thinking of agriculture in 
connection with the word “irrigation,” rather than in connection with 
the words “of industrial purposes.” 

Senator Carrotz. Mr. Chairman, one other point has been raised 
here by a witness inferentially. 

Was there a distinction between the beneficial use, Senator 
O’Mahoney, and a beneficial consumptive use ? 

They, and this is inferentially, seemed to be drawing some dis- 
tinction between beneficial use and beneficial consumptive use. Was 
there some reason why you put in the words “beneficial consumptive 
use ¢” f 
Senator O’Manoney. No, there was not. The concept, of course, 
arises from the fact that in thinking of irrigation laws and reclamation 
and power development, we are always concerned with what amount 
of water is consumed, and what the return flow will amount to. We 
regarded all of these uses mentioned in the amendment as consump- 
tive uses. 

Senator Hruska. Getting back again to the use of water for gen- 
eration of power, is that a consumptive use ? 

Senator O’Manoner. I would not undertake to say that it is not 
a consumptive use. 

Senator Hruska. It does not deplete the amount of water, but 
simply transfers it from a higher level to a lower level, but consumes 
none of it. 

Senator O’Manoney. In the process of going through the struc- 
tures that are built, there is evaporation. There must be some loss. 
Of course, I think, strictly speaking, the water passes through a giant 
circle, from the land, through the power of the sun, to the clouds, and 
then to the rainfall again in some other place. There is a continuous 
circle. The water is not eventually consumed. It is returned to the 
surface of the land some way. . 

Mr. Chairman, I am very grateful for your attention. 

Senator Murray. Thank you, Senator. 

The next witness will be Mr. A. M. Eberle, dean of agriculture, 
South Dakota State College. 


STATEMENT OF A. M. EBERLE, DEAN OF AGRICULTURE, SOUTH 
DAKOTA STATE COLLEGE, BROOKINGS, S. DAK. 


Senator Murray. Will you state your name, sir? 
Mr. EBERLE. - name is A, M. Eberle, dean of agriculture at South 
-Dakota State College, located at Brookings, S. Dak. State College 
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is a land-grant institution, and is the only institution of higher edu- 
cation in the State that works in the field of agriculture. In this 
field it maintains a strong teaching staff, carries on research, informs 
farmers and homemakers through its Extension Service on all agri- 
cultural and homemaking practices, and maintains an action program 
known as Statewide Services. 

State College has a definite interest in the full water resource 
development of the State. 

Water is the lifeblood of the Nation. No nation can rise above its 
available water supply. There is not a natural resource that is more 
important than water. It can be considered the resource of all natural 
resources as none can be developed without the use of water. 

South Dakota is an agricultural State and is entirely dependent 
upon its water supply for agricultural stability and for all other 
uses. 

South Dakota is in the midcontinent and, therefore, its rainfall is 
at the margin. An inch of annual precipitation less the margin many 
times means a loss of crops and an inch over the margin many times 
means a good crop. Two disastrous droughts of 3 to 5 years or more 
have occurred since 1900 and many others of 1 to 2 years duration 
since settlement of South Dakota. ‘There has been only 1 year in the 
last 20 years when South Dakota received a good small grain and 
corn crop the same year. 

Data covering 88 years in this, and the immediate adjoining area, 
show that during 28 percent of these years the crops produced ranged 
from total failure to such low yields as to bring some degree of want 
and privation to the farmers. 

The State has some 19,323,000 acres in crops, of which about 6 mil-— 
lion are in tame and wild hay and the rest of the agricultural land is 
rangeland. The gross farm income per year is around $550 million. 

The State has no large industries and as a result must ship out its 
raw products and ship in its manufactured goods. 

State College has always been conscious of the water problem in 
this State, not only-for irrigation, but for all purposes. Adequate 
supplies for municipal purposes, both for human use and sanitation 
have been gradually becoming more and more a problem, until today 
it is very acute in some parts of the State. 

South Dakota has four sources from which it does or can secure 
its water supply. They are: 

1. Rivers and streams. 

2. Underground. 

3. Rainfall. 

4, Artificial rain increasing. 

When the 1944 Flood Control Act was passed, South Dakota 
thought some of the problems of water supply would be solved. We 
believed that the act set up water priorities among the States in the 
Missouri River Basin. 

_At the time of the passage of the act, South Dakota was not ready 

_to accept the water and, therefore, was very willing to let the down- 
stream interests use the water. Permitting the downstream interests 
to use South Dakota water priority in no way established a precedent 
and gave any State or. special interest group a prior interest in the 
‘water running through and originating in the State. 
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South Dakota is now ready to claim and utilize its share of the 
waters of the Missouri River and the rivers of the State. 

Four of the six main-stem, multiple-purpose dams are in South 
Dakota. These dams will take out of production and off the tax rolls 
of the State some 500,000 acres of land. This sacrifice was made by 
the State and the citizens directly affected because of the longtime 
beneficial effect it would have on the stability of agriculture and 
the growing population of our cities and towns. 

State College, and all its citizens, believe that the full development 
of the State’s water is essential. With that in mind, the State Col- 
lege, and a committee from the State legislature, spent several years 
in studying the water code, in bringing it up to date, so as to make’ 
possible the full development of its waters for all the people. 

The new code was passed by the legislature in 1955. The legisla- 
tive research council, of the legislature, then appointed a subcommit- 
tee to decide if a watershed act was necessary under the State’s pro- 
gram of full utilization of its waters and, if so, to formulate one. 

The 1957 legislature passed a watershed act, one that will allow for 
the orderly development and control of water in a subwatershed, typ- 
ing this development into a comprehensive plan for the entire water- 
shed. We believe we have one of the best acts in our section of the 
country. The State has been alert to its responsibilities and has made 
it possible for State and Federal agencies to develop our water to the 
fullest extent, however, within the framework of the State’s ap- — 
proval and direction. 

State College has had a part in all these developments. State Col- 
lege recommends that its water be used first for oa consumption 
and sanitation, then irrigation and power, recreation and navigation. 

Senator Case. In that order of priority ? 

Mr. Exserte. That is the way we have recommended it. 

We would like to make it clear that, if for the moment all alloca- 
tion of the stored water in the State cannot be made, it is essential to 
have it stored in the State and that the priority for use be in the hands 
of South Dakota. As our population increases, as industry comes to 
South Dakota, more and more water will be needed. 

If the ground water supplies continue to recede, it is not at all im- 
possible that water from the large main-stem dams will need to be 
piped to our cities and towns. Stored water in a great number of 
dams, large and small, may also help the ground water supply. 

The irrigation development of the Oahe project covers some 500,000 
acres and when finally approved by the people will need water. It 
will take many years for its full development, yet the water suppl 
must be available when needed and this can only be possible nek 
storage in large and small dams, large dams on the main stem of 
the Missouri River, smaller dams on the rivers that eventually run 
into. the Missouri, and dams that are feasible for storage purposes in 
our watersheds. 

A program of this magnitude will lessen the effects of drought, will 
stabilize agriculture, will assure our towns and cities adequate supplies 
of water, thus encourage an expanding population and bring in- 
dustry into our State, and to the midcontinent, that under the present 


situation is impossible. 
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South Dakota is doing everything it can to develop its water supply. 
Nothing is being left undone. We earnestly hope that the Congress 
will cooperate with us, by protecting our water priorities and encour- 
age South Dakota to continue its well-thought-out plan of protecting 
its waters, so they will be available for the full development of the 
ee agriculture, and its incoming industries and its population. 
orowth. 
eT thank you, Mr. Chairman. That is our appeal. 

Senator Murray. Thank you very much. 

Senator ANDERSON. Could I ask what it is you would like to have. 
the Congress do? 

Mr. Eserte. We would like to have the Congress protect our water 
supply that we have in South Dakota. 

Bon Awnverson. In what way ? 

Mr. Eseries. If we havé our main-stem dams, by maintaining the 
water levels as was proposed by the Corps of ngineers and the 
Bureau of Reclamation, that the water be maintained to that level, 
so that when we do need the water we will have it. 

Now, if we do not use it, and you empty a dam so low that it will 
take 10 years to fill, we may not have the water available when we 
need it. 

' That is our appeal, that the supply be kept in the dam as proposed, 
and not be used for some other purpose downstream, and when we 
want it we would not have it. 

Senator Anperson. Do you feel on an interstate stream that you 
have a claim to the water that is behind all of these dams? The water 
canie from some other place, did it not ? 

Mr. Experts. That is correct. But we are storing it. We are 
donating 500,000 acres of land for the use. We ought to have some 
interest in that. 

Senator Anperson. The reason I ask that is because the first speaker 
said that there would be additional witnesses, of whom I presume you 
are one. He listed the present operation of these main-stem dams is 
such that the benefits are not realized. Do you object to the operation 
of the main-stem dams? . 

Mr. Exerte. No; I do not. 

Senator Anperson. Apparently he did. 

Mr. Exerte. I am not included in those witnesses. I am represent- 
ing State College, and I am not one of those witnesses. 

Senator Anperson. Let me get to this, the memorial of the Legisla- 
ture of South Dakota, which passed House Concurrent Resolution 
No. 2, in which it said: 

Now therefore be it resolved, That the Interior and Public Works Committees 
of the United States Senate be respectfully requested to instigate investigations 
in the use of water stored in South Dakota under the Flood Control Act of 1944 
and particularly with respect to the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment. 

What do you think we should investigate in compliance with that 
resolution ? . 

Mr. Exserte. Of course, I think the resolution had in mind that the 
investigations should center around the use of the water downstream, 
just because South Dakota was not. ready to fully utilize the water 
that is stored in the State at the present time. 
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Senator Anprrson. The representative who spoke for the Governor, 
of the water resources board, said, “I recommend that the matter be 
referred to a Federal-State team in the basin.” Do you agree with 
that recommendation ? 

Mr. Enerte. Yes. I think he probably had in mind either the 
Interagency Basin Committee or some Federal-State team. That is 
a Federal-State team. 

Senator Anprrson. Do you think this committee should investigate 
it or that the Federal-State team should investigate it ? 

Mr. Exerte. Well, whoever would be closest to the source of the 
investigation. No doubt, if it is the Interagency Basin Committee 
that he is talking about, "they should make recommendations to the 
Congress. 

Senator Anperson. I am sorry? He said: 

I recommend this matter be referred to the Federal-State team in the basin, 
with whatever guiding observations the committee sees fit. 

Do you believe the investigation should be here or by the Federal- 
State team ? 

Mr. Exerrte. It should be by the Federal-State team, recommended 
to you people. They are at the source. They could do a more 
thorough investigation than the Congress could. 

Senator Anperson. Then you would just adjourn this hearing and 
let them ? 

Mr. Exrrte. No, I should say not. 

Senator ANperson. You cannot have it both ways, can you? 

Mr. Exerce. I should think you could. 

Senator Anprerson. Do you want the investigation made by the 
Federal-State team or by this committee ? 

Mr. Exerz. I wish I knew just what Joe Grimes meant on that. 

Senator Anperson. What do you mean? He is not on the stand 
right now. 

r. Eperte. I think that this committee should make the investi- 
gation, and should use the Federal-State team, probably, as advisers, 
to get what information you folks need, and then it is up to the Con- 
gress to make the decision. ; 

Senator Anperson. What decision ? 

Mr. Eperte. As to the priority use of the water on these mainstem 
rivers. Is that not what we are talking about? 

Senator Case. Do you anticipate, then, Dean, that as we get, testi- 
mony from the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers 
that we will get the benefits of the findings of the so-called Federal- 
State team ? 

Mr. Exserte. I think we will, definitely will. 

Senator Carrot. What do: you mean, Dean, by downstream inter- 
ests ? 

I note that at the time of this passage of the Flood Control Act, 
South Dakota was not ready to accept the water, and that the down- 
stream interests are mentioned. Have they applied that? Have you 
referred to people downstream, except the navigation? T am think- 
ing of other cities or other farms. 

Does that create a problem for you in South Dakota? Have they 
applied this water to beneficial use before you have ? 

Mr. Everte. Do you mean in our State? 
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Senator Carrouu. The States that are below you. 

That is why I wanted to know about the downstream interests. 

Mr. Exserte. By that I would mean from Sioux City south. That 
is what I call downstream interests. 

Senator Carroti. Thank you. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to ask a couple of 
questions. 

Dean Eberle, what you said with respect to the use of water in 
South Dakota, the water part there, you would also accord to the 
State of Montana for water stored in Fort Peck, or the State of 
North Dakota for water stored in the Garrison Reservoir? 

Mr. Exerte. That is correct, yes. 

Senator Case. And with respect to this immediate problem of the 
allocation or application of water, do you recognize, as Mr. Grimes 
did, that we have two factors now to consider? One is the 75 percent 
of normal rainfall that has been taking place during the period that 
water had been stored in the Randall Dam, Garrison, and behind the 
Gavins Point Dam? 

Mr. Eperte. Yes. 

Senator Casz. That is, at the present time, we do not have the stor- 
age that the full implementation of the plan contemplates when the 
Oahe Reservoir is completed, or when all of the reservoirs have been 
completed long enough to have any storage over a period of years. 

Mr. Eperte. Yes. That i is, we have in 1 mind that we should keep 
the level of these dams about the way it is contemplated so that we 
would have water available at all times. 

Senator Case. And you also recognize that the dams have not all 
been completed yet? 

Mr. Exerte. No; not yet thev have not been. 

Senator Case. And during this period when we have the project 
only in a partial stage of completion, and also have a subnormal 
runoff, that the problem of operation is more complicated than it 
would be when they have been completed and when the storage has 
once established a normal operating level for the different pools? 

Mr. Exerte. That is correct. We are in the period now of a little 
dry cycle, so the dams have not been filling the way they should be. 

Senator Casr. I think if I might make the observation, Mr. Chair- 
man, part of this problem is created by the fact that the dams are not. 
all completed as yet, and even those that are completed have not been 
operating long enough to have a leveling-out effect on the streamflow. 

I hope that when the engineers come, they will give us some figures 
about the average flow, the maximum flow and the minimum flow, and 
what they think the operation of the dams as an integrated system 
would mean so far as a dependable flow is concerned at any given 

oint. 
, Senator Murray. I think that is very important, Senator Case. . We 
will be in contact with the Engineers. 

Senator Casr. I see some of them present. I hope they will keep 
that in mind. 

aoe Morray. If there are no further questions, thank you; Mr. 

rle. 

The next witness is Mr. Virgil Hanlon. 
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The hour is very late, so we will recess until 2 o’clock. 

Mr. Virgil Hanlon will be the first witness at that time. 

(Whereupon, at 12:45 p. m., the committee recessed, to reconvene 
at 2 p. m., the same day.) ; 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


_ Senator Murray. The committee will come to order, please. 

At the suggestion of Senator Anderson, the committee has asked 
the Solicitor and other representatives of the Department of the In- 
terior to be present at 2 p. m. on Friday, to clear up the questions 
which arose this morning pertaining to power revenue costs which 
' irrigators are unable to pay. The committee will, therefore, meet at 
2 P. m., Friday, in addition to the sessions already scheduled. 

ecause we were unable to complete the list of witnesses this morn- 
ing, and because of airplane reservations this afternoon of some of the 
witnesses, we have revised the witness list for the afternoon session. 

Mr. Hanlon, who was scheduled this morning, will appear imme- 
diately after Senator Symington and his group. 

The order of the other witnesses has been revised in accordance 
with their requests based on their air reservations. I am sorry there 
are not sufficient copies of the revised list for everyone. Several copies 
have been made. 

The senior Senator from Missouri is now here, and I recognize him. 


STATEMENT OF HON. STUART SYMINGTON, UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI 


Senator Symineron. Mr. Chairman, let me thank you for your 
typically gracious courtesy and tell you what a pleasure it is for me 
to appear before your committee. 

Mr. Chariman, full utilization of the Missouri River and its tribu- 
taries has been a major goal ever since our basin was settled. 

The Pick-Sloan plan, adopted in 1944, authorized construction of 
the reservoirs, levees, and other works necessary to achieve this goal. 
Missouri Basin residents appreciate the flood-control benefits being 
achieved under the Pick-Sloan plan. 

But flood control is not the whole story. Also of importance are 
municipal and industrial water needs. In my own State of Missouri, 
three major cities: St. Joseph, Kansas City, and St: Louis, as well as 
ae smaller cities, depend upon the Missouri River for their water 
supply. 

During the severe drought of recent years, these cities would have 
been literally without water except for the controlled releases from 
the upstream reservoirs which stabilized the river flow. 

Neither must we overlook the importance of water transportation. 
Future industrial development and full utilization of our agricultural 
potential depend to large extent on water transportation being avail- 
able for both raw materials and manufactured products. 

We in the lower Missouri Basin recognize that our friends in the 
upper basin areas have great interest in the hydroelectric power and 
irrigation potential of the stored waters. We understand and com- 
mend this interest. 
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The Pick-Sloan plan was adopted with support of both regions. 
We ask now that the water be used to the best advantage of the entire 
basin as the great natural resource it is. 

With wise use of the waters in the upstream reservoirs, full develop- 
ment of the great Missouri Valley will be possible. Now, for the 
first time, residents of the lower Missouri Basin can look forward to 
the day when their homes and businesses will be protected from floods 
and, at the same time, during times of severe drought there will be a 
supply of water available to sustain municipal, agricultural, indus- 
trial, and transportation needs. . 

Such broad utilization of the waters of the Missouri-River is wise 
and proper. Our country will grow stronger when all our water 
resources are so developed and used. 

Mr. Chairman, it is now my pleasure to present to your committee 
one of the most outstanding of our Missouri citizens, and he also will 
present to you two gentlemen, Mr. Willard Breidenthal, of Kansas 
City, Kans., and Mr. Joe McDowell, of Kansas City, Kans. 

At this time, I would like to present to you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Jay 
B. Dillingham, president of the Kansas City Chamber of Commerce 
and of the Kansas City Stockyards Co. 


STATEMENT OF JAY DILLINGHAM, PRESIDENT, KANSAS CITY, MO., 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Senator Murray. You may state your full name and your official 
position, and any other matters that you wish to have in.the record. 

Mr. Diturneuam. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is Jay B. Dillingham. As the distinguished Senator 
from Missouri said, I am presently president of the Kansas City, Mo., 
Chamber of Commerce. In private life, I am president of the Kan- 
sas City Stockyards Co. My home is on a farm in Clay County, Mo. 

I believe, as indicated, water is one of our current major issues. 

Mr. Chairman, I will try to make this statement as brief as possible, 
realizing the burden on your time. 

Kansas City and the surrounding area on the lower Missouri River 
oppose any change in the present policy based on the provisions of 
the Flood Control Act of 1944 in respect to the operation of the large 
multiple-purpose reservoirs on the upper Missouri River. In princi- 
ple the proposal objected to seeks to firm up the generation of hydro- 
electric power developed at these reservoirs by giving to power gen- 
eration a higher degree of priority as to use of water than it was in- 
tended to have or now possesses. 

This, we believe, would be not only hostile to the original intent 
expressed prior to the authorization of the construction of these res- 
ervoirs but also be exceedingly harmful over a period of years to the 
development of the full potential of the reservoir system for all bene- 
ficial uses. It was understood that the generation of hydroelectric 

ower was a desirable but incidental beneficial use of the stored water. 
he primary purpose was, by stabilizing flow in the river as needed 
below the reservoir site, to establish flood control and at the same time 
give to the channel below the reservoirs a comparatively constant flow 
sufficient to meet the actual needs of the great river valleys below on 
the Missouri as well as on the Mississippi, needs for domestic, indus- 
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trial, and navigational uses. It was believed that releases which 
would provide approximately 30,000 second-feet of water in the chan- 
nel at Sioux City from May until November, and a lesser amount by 
probably 15,000 second-feet during the remaining months of the year, 
would generally be sufficient to meet these needs. 

Prior to the enactment of the Flood Control Act of 1944 some con- 

troversy developed as evidenced not only in congressional hearings 
but at meetings of the Mississippi Valley Association between down- 
stream interests and upstream interests as to the sufficiency overall of 
the water resources of the Missouri to meet all needs and the Western 
States on the upper Missouri, the Dakotas, Montana, and Wyoming, 
were particularly concerned.for fear developments might limit the 
water available for their consumptive uses in irrigation, domestic, and 
industrial water supply. 
' Even during normal years prior to 1944, i. e., normal as to precipi- 
tation and discharge, waterfiows in the lower Missouri during the 
period directly following the close of the irrigation season and when 
reservoirs used primarily for irrigation on the upper tributaries of 
the Missouri were being refilled became extremely low even to the 
extent of placing in jeopardy supplies of water for the waterworks 
plants of the large cities on the lower river such as Kansas City, Mo., 
and Kansas City, Kans. 

During those particular months rainfall is normally short in the 
lower valley and very often the tributaries below the Dakotas flowing 
into the Missouri have an extremely low output. Downstream inter- 
ests, however, made a rather careful and comprehensive study of the 
overall sufficiency of the supply of water in the Missouri upon the 
assumption that adequate storage and impounding was to be provided 
through the construction of the large upstream reservoir, either now 
completed or under construction. ‘The result was a compromise as 
expressed in the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment to the Flood Con- 
trol Act.of 1944 which gave to the States interested in irrigation pri- 
marily a priority of right to the water for consumptive use, primarily 
irrigation, and which extended this priority of those consumptive uses 
to all the area west of 98th principal meridian and also to irrigation in 
the States crossed by the 98th meridian. : 

_It was agreed that a careful and comprehensive study should be 
made as to the sufficiency of the water available based on the assump- 
tion of the provision of adequate reservoir storage. It was estimated 
that a cycle of 25 years of normally short flows would be involved as 
against a subsequent cycle of 25 years of flows or inputs in excess of 
normal. . 

The reservoirs were designed to have a storage capacity in excess 
of flood-control storage sufficient to accommodate their use to this his- 
toric cyclical variation in available supplies of water. The result of 
the study was to confirm the preliminary conclusion reached by down- 
stream interests that there was sufficient water available for all con- 
sumptive uses including that which would be required for naviga- 
tional purposes on the lower Missouri River and on the Mississippi be 


low St. Louis but the sufficiency of the supply was predicated upon 
first, operation of the reservoirs over a period of years of compara- 
tively normal or excess precipitation so that the storage capacity 
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could be utilized, and second, seasonal variability of releases based on 
the needs at the time of the lower river valley. ; 

It is manifest and unquestioned that there are times when the tribu- 
taries of the Missouri River, such as the James, the Little Sioux, the 
Platte, the Kansas River, and many others, are in full flow and in 
order to guard against flood in the lower river valley releases from the 
reservoir system should be greatly restricted or perhaps on occasion 
cut off entirely. 

This, of course, would mean the curtailment of power generation 
for the time being but would also mean greater storage back of the 
reservoir dam for the development of a greater volume of hydroelec- 
tric power during subsequent periods. 

Annually there are seasonal variations in the actual needs for water 
supply in the channel of the Missouri River below the lowest reser- 
voir at Gavins Point in South Dakota. 

_Are releases to be governed by those needs or are they to be based 
upon the need or the demand for the generation of hydroelectric 

ower at the dam sites? It is our position that the generation of 

rm hydroelectric power is and must be a secondary or incidental use 
of the water. 

It happens that since the closing of the first reservoirs such as Gar- 
rison, Gavins Point, and Randall in the new system, the upper river 
valley has experienced, as well as the lower river valley, a series of ex- 
ceedingly dry years of low precipitation. There is actually less water 
today, so I am told, and so I think the Corps of Army Engineers will 
report to you, in the entire reservoir system than there was back of 
the Fort Peck Dam alone prior to the construction of the lower reser- 
voir. Therefore there was every need or demand to conserve insofar 
as it was possible to do so, the water actually available. 

During those seasons of the year when the tributary streams below 
Gavins Point are producing comparatively little water for the Mis- 


_ souri River channel we need substantially increased releases from the 


reservoir system above. We have great steam-operated electric plants 
along the river. There are 2 great plants, 1 in Kansas City, Kans., 
1 in Kansas City, Mo. 

There is also an REA plant below Kansas City and there are many 
others which are dependent upon an adequate water supply in the 
Missouri River. Last summer water in the Mississippi and Missouri 
at St. Louis fell to levels which endangered the electric power sup- 
ply of the city of St. Louis and had it not been for releases from the 
reservoir system above and also an order of the Supreme Court of 
the United States which permitted emergency release from the Great 
Lakes into the Illinois River, there was a strong probability that 
St. Louis, Mo., would have been short of electricity. 

In addition to this there are the needs for the water supply for 
great waterworks plants serving millions of people, for important 
navigational purposes, for sanitation and for general consumptive 
uses in the lower valleys, both of the Missouri and the Mississippi. 
The question seems to me to be one as to whether or not we will let 
the demand for firming up hydroelectric power in the Dakotas and 
other Western States take precedence over the greater needs of vastly 
greater numbers of people for other more important uses. We were 
willing to compromise with the irrigation minded people of the West- 
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ern and more arid and Northern States and give positive assurance 
that there would be priority for consumptive uses west of the 98th 
meridian. 

We are not willing to see hydroelectric power generation granted 
priority. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Murray. Were you present this morning when Senator 
O’Mahoney explained the amendment? 

Mr. DrittncHam. Yes, sir. 

Senator Murray. Have you any comments to make on Senator 
O’Mahoney’s statement this morning that power generation of the 
West is protected by his amendment ? 

Mr. DimarineHam. I do not believe there is too much argument on 
that, Mr. Chairman. At present, we are manufacturing power with 
the water at the dams. In fact, there was one witness wee testified 
that hydroelectric power was being used in the northwestern corner 
of Iowa which is not contemplated by the so-called agreement on the 
distribution of water in that area. 

As I gathered the testimony this morning, it is a case where the 
growth of 'the area has created greater demands for power, and there 
naturally is a need for a greater generation of power that is detri- 
mental to the other interests of the entire area. I had contemplated 
that Senator Anderson would ask me the same question that he asked 
the other witnesses, as to what we recommend that this committee 
do about it. 

If I may be so bold as to say so, we have a joint interagency com- 
mittee now in the basin, which 1s comprised of all the Federal agencies 
interested, all of the governors being represented on that committee, 


Through this collaboration and cooperation with all the agencies 
of government, particularly with the Corps of Engineers, I under- 
stand it is their final legal responsibility to regulate the reservoirs. 
But that committee has set up the policy for the distribution of the 
water. 

Up until now I haven’t heard any testimony that would indicate a 
violation of any law, up to date, other than a demand for more water 
to make more power. 

Senator Murray. It seems to me that the statement made by Sena- 
tor O’Mahoney this morning was very clear, that under that amend- 
ment the rights of the people in the upper States are protected for the 
use of those waters for domestic and other purposes. 

Mr. DuuincHam. Yes. I think his statement this morning would 
indicate a very difinite intention to protect the interest of the entire 
Missouri River Basin in the water. There is one other thought on 
the water problem, too. 

I do not know what the consequences of it are, but this water, when 
it is trapped in these great reservoirs built at the expense of the Fed- 
eral Government, actually could conceivably belong to the Federal 
Government. If private individuals wanted to trap the water before 
it got to the reservoirs, then it would be within their province to do 
as they see fit. One conclusion is once it gets into the reservoir itself, 
it belongs to all the people. 

Senator Murray. Do you have any questions, Senator? 
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Senator Casr. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Dillingham, earlier in your statement you said it was under- 
stood that the generation of hydroelectric power was a desirable but 
incidental beneficial use of the stored water. 

On what do you base that statement ? 

Mr. Dittincuam. I believe that the record will show, and will have 
more testimony from our area on the point, I believe most all of the 
reservoirs so far under discussion were built as a part of the Pick- 
Sloan flood-control program. 

Primarily, the first objective was to prevent floods in the entire 
Missouri River Basin. The people of the lower Missouri River were 
glad to cooperate with the people of the northern areas, so as to provide 
first that the great reservoirs would be built on the upper reaches 
of the Missouri so that when it got down as far as Kansas City, for 
instance, that we might ultimately have actual flood protection. 

I do not think I need to mention it to you, but the hazard of that 
‘was in 1951 we had the greatest disaster that ever struck the Missouri 
River Valley. It came out of the Kaw River, but that is part of the 
Pick-Sloan program. You could not anticipate it, yet there was noth- 
ing that we could do about it. 

it was obvious in our own company, that went through the flood of 
1903, and that is about the time that the Kansas City area started to 
work on a flood-control program. Our own company spent several 
million dollars trying to provide individual flood protection for our 
own property, which is certainly wishful thinking. It cannot be done 
that way. 

Then we joined with the Greater Kansas City Flood Protection 
Committee to try to get it for the area, and that led to the first act of 
1936, with a lot of these projects authorized, and ultimately the act 

-of 1944. 

As I say, the primary purpose in the reservoirs we are talking about 
was, first, to provide flood protection. 

Senator Case. The first resolution under which the study was made, 
as I stated this morning, the resolution under which Colonel Hoag 
first worked, was a resolution which mentioned only the development 
of power. The hearing was held in Pierre in March 1940. It was 
based upon that resolution. The flood-control resolution by Mr. 
Curtis came later after Colonel Pick saw the possibility of basing the 
costs of a comprehensive plan on flood control in keeping with our 
established policy. 

Mr. Dittrncuam. Senator, in my opinion, there is a great need for 
ower in the northwestern region. I am certain that it will get 
arger instead of smaller if our country is to progress and grow. 

Senator Casr. I am taking the suggestion, however, that it was 
a matter of flood control. On what basis do you think that that was 
accomplished ? 

Mr. DiturncHam. Actually, in the principle of flood control, it is 
necessary that the reservoirs be kept at a minimum level rather than 
a maximum level. It is obvious that for maximum production of 
hydroelectric power out of a reservoir and the major streams of our 
Nation, the principle of maximum power is certainly incompatible 
with maximum flood protection. 
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Senator Casz. Do you know what the establishment of the reser- 
voirs did in South Dakota as far as flood was concerned ? 

Mr. DrttrncHAm. No, sir, I am sure I could not testify on that. 

Senator Case. If you will look at the map showing the reservoirs, 
you will find that the effect of the plan was to flood for all time about 
half a million acres in South Dakota. 

Mr. Druttnenam. Do you mean in the reservoirs? 

Senator Casr. ' the reservoir areas. It has taken the bottom land 
of the Missouri River clear across the State of South Dakota, the 
southern border. 

Mr. Drri1ncHam. On the whole, I think the contribution of South 
Dakota to the Nation was well worth the price. In our own area, 
you cannot build a reservoir without taking productive land out of use. 

Senator Casr. It has taken some productive lands in South Dakota, 
when you take out a half million acres. 

Mr. Drrx1ncHam. In our own area, when you take the property to 
build levees on, certainly we had to make a contribution of expensive 
land, for a contribution to it. 

Senator Casr. What commensurate benefit do you suggest that the 
ee States, Montana, the Dakotas, are to get from the program 
if you flood out the bottom lands along the river, if they do not get 
the power they need ? ; 

Mr. DrurncHam. That would be a question for some economist 
to answer, as to whether or not the benefits outrank the expenses of it. 

Certainly I would think that the overall picture and the ultimate 
oe would certainly exceed the donation of a few thousand acres 
of land. 

Senator Casr. It may be that you at this time may want to suggest 
this as an original purpose. But I am sure that this legislation would 
never have been passed on the premises on which you are basing your 
case today. 

Mr. DrturncHam. I am certainly not a Member of Congress, and I 
could not answer that question for you. ; 

Senator Casr. I was not merely a Member of the House at the time, 
but I was a member of the Appropriations Committee that handled 
the appropriations to start the reservoirs, after the program was au- 
thorized. I can assure you that the money would never have been 
appropriated out of that subcommittee had it not been for assur- 
ances given to the people who lived in the Dakotas that they would 
get some benefit from it other than the flooding of their lands for all 
time to come. 

Mr. Ditzincuam. I think, if I may say so, they will get benefits 
from them, but it is a case of timing it. 

Senator Case. Here is another sentence in your statement that I 
would like to ask you about : 

It is manifest and unquestioned that there are times when the tributaries of 
the Missouri River, such as the James, the Little Sioux, the Platte, the Kansas 
River and many others, are in full flow and in order to guard against flood in 
the lower river valley releases from the reservoir system should be greatly 
restricted or perhaps on occasion cut off entirely. 

Are you suggesting that the reservoirs should be operated so that 
there would be no water going through the generators ¢ 
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Mr. Diixincuam. I am not exactly suggesting that, but I am sug- 

gesting that the reservoirs to the north certainly should be used as 

a flood protection measure, to protect the vast multitude of people. 
Senator Case (reading) : 


If the releases from the reservoir system should be greatly restricted or per- 
haps on occasion cut off entirely. 


How would there be any generation of power ? 

Mr. Ditiincuam. It would not be at the time they were cut off, but 
certainly I would suggest that the vast multitude of people living on 
the Missouri River to the south should not be ex Joall to another bil- 
lion dollar loss from a flood as we had in 1951, from an unnecessary 
discharge out of a reservoir to the north, particularly when the Kaw 
River and the others that are not now protected by reservoirs are in © 
full stage. . 

Senator Case. At any time during the justifications offered for the 
Missouri River program was it suggested that the dams should be built 
in the Dakotas and Montana as means of solving the flood problems 
created by the Kaw and other lower rivers? 

Mr. Dituineuam. Certainly it is part of an overall program. The 
basic part of the present Pick-Sloan program goes back to the famous 
report that was made at the expense of the citizens in the Kansas City 
area, primarily. That was by one of the outstanding water engineers 
in the United States, Mr. Faller, from California, and it was later 
adopted primarily as a part of the Pick-Sloan program. 

_ That involves reservoirs and all of the tributaries, as well as the 
main stem of Missouri and Kaw to prevent floods. 

Senator Cass. Mr. Chairman, I think in any great project and pro- 
gram that involves many States, you have to work out some accommo- 
dation and some compromise, some give and take, probably. 

I do not believe that the case of the lower States in this matter 
is helped by a presentation of the extreme position that you should 
stop the water through the generators so that you on occasion cut off 
entirely the generation of power. 

Mr. Diziinecuam. That is a temporary condition at the time of the 
maximum flow of the other tributaries of the Missouri. It might last 
a week or it might last a day. But certainly it is a condition where 
you protect the people in the area. As you said, it is a joint proposi- 
tion. Certainly one State cannot have all of the advantages or all of 
the disadvantages, including my State. We are not asking for that. 

Senator Casz. What do you suggest be done for the industries, the 
homes, the hospitals, and the other essential industries, whose only 
chance of getting power is the reliance on the disposal of firm power 
from the Missouri River generating system ? 

Mr. Dri1ncHam. I am not enough of an electrician or engineer to 
answer the question. I am sure the question can be resolved without 
anyone getting seriously hurt over it. 

Senator Case. Do you think that if you cut off the several hundred 
thousand kilowatts capacity of power generated on the river, cut it off 
entirely at times, that you could not seriously hurt anybody ¢ 

Mr. DituincHam. All I can say to that is that the very thing you 
are anticipating happened in Kansas City in the flood of 1951, when 


— was cut off over a big area there. We lived through it some- 
ow. ? 
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Senator Case. Would you transfer your flood-control problems to 
the Dakotas and park your problems there and transfer your power 
shortages, too ? 

Mr. Dittincuam. No, sir; I beg to differ with you. We have not 
transferred our problems north. e still have problems in the Kaw 
River that have not been solved. Weare working at them. 

Senator Murray. Would you favor the establishment of Federal 
steam plants in the upper area that would provide the electricity 
needed ? 

Mr. Diturneuam. I think that first private interests should have the 
opportunity to provide the services for the people that needed them in 
the north. Failing to do that, we may have to resort to federally 
owned power systems. Naturally, I would rather see the power come 
from private independent industry first. 

Senator Murray. If the private power interests want to establish 
plants, steam plants, up there, they should be given the opportunity 
to do so. But if they fail to meet the needs of the area, you would 
be in favor of Federal plants? 

Mr. Ditiincuam. The wishes of the people must always come first. 
If the private companies fail to deliver the needs of the people, then 
Government itself steps in and does it. 

Senator Murray. Do you not think there has been a great slowness 
in developing the Missouri River Basin over the years ? 

Mr. DitiincHam. Well, I would have to agree with you whole- 
heartedly. 

Senator Murray. Why was that? Was that not just because the 
power interests did not want to let us develop low-cost power in that — 
area? The Pick-Sloan plan, which is talked about a great deal around 
here lately, is not a plan at all. It was just a throwing together of two 
conflicting programs. It was not a program at all, not a single pro- 
gram. It was what Jim Patton of the Farmers Union called a “shot- 
gun wedding.” ‘They were afraid of the Missouri Valley Authority 
getting in there, so the engineers and Bureau of Reclamation got busy 
and consolidated their forces. Is that right? 

Mr. DiturncHam. They certainly consolidated the forces, and every 
bit of knowledge we had, that culminated in what is now called the 
Pick-Sloan program. But I would like to urge you, Mr. Chairman, to 
do everything you can to speed up—— 

Senator Murray. I would like to see somebody explain to me the 
Pick- Sloan program. Ihave never see it. They have talked about it 
a great deal, but I have never seen it. 

r. DittincHam. I am certain that the Corps of Engineers could 
explain it to you, and I am certain I could not. 

I would like to see the program for whatever it is worth completed 
at the earliest possible date, and I think you will find the greatest de- 
velopment you ever saw in the very area we are all concerned with. 

Senator Casz. Going back to this picture that you suggest, that on 
occasion the releases from the reservoir system should be greatly re- 
stricted or, on occasion, cut off entirely, if the releases from the reser- 
voirs were cut off entirely, what roma happen to the level of water 
at the intake at Omaha for the municipal uses in Omaha? 

Mr. Ditiineuam. I don’t believe it would affect it. That gets back 
again to an engineering problem. 
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Senator Case. Supposing your floods originated below Omaha, and 
in order to give you the protection at Kansas City, which you say 


‘you want from the Kansas River or the Kaw or any others below 


Omaha, you cut off the releases from the reservoirs in the Dakotas. 
What would happen to the municipal water, sewage disposal, and 
other things, in the city of Omaha? 

Mr. Dituincuam. That would be an engineering problem, and I 
am certain that I would not be able to answer it. I am convinced, 
though, that from the completion of the Pick-Sloan program, where 
you have the reservoirs designed for flood protection, and some power, 
too, if you please, on all of the main tributaries of the main-stem 
rivers, that you will have enough of a system so that you will be able 
to control this thing and you will not have the problem that we 
anticipate there. 

Senator Casp. If the engineers solve the problem of municipal 
. water problems at Omaha, dependent upon the maintenance of a cer- 
tain intake, who would solve the power problems for the areas above 
that that are dependent upon some water going through the gen- 
erators ? : 

Mr. Driirnenam. I think the record will show that back in 1952 
the discharge was cut off at practically all of the reservoirs, and the 
very city of Omaha was then exposed to high water on the Missouri. 
I do not believe there were any serious consequences to it. 

Senator Casz. You would be satisfied if the problems of either 
water or power were transferred somewhere else, just so they don’t 
affect Kansas City ? 

Mr. Ditzincuam. No, sir; I would not make that statement. 

Senator Symrneron. Mr. Chairman, if the Senator from South 
Dakota would yield to me, he is now interrogating one of the out- 
standing citizens of my State. This is a problem for all of us, not 
just a few States. 

Senator Case. It is a problem for all of us. I do not intend to lead 
the witness. I simply did not relish his suggestion that on occasion 
the water be cut off entirely. 

Senator Hruska. Will the Senator yield? 

Senator Case. Yes. 

Senator Hruska. I would like to say that I am quite in sympathy 
with that statement. We went through several very serious floods 
in my State and in the city of Omaha, and we know what happened 
down in Kansas City, Kans., in that area, when the big flood hit in 
1951. I would say that any communities upstream from there, in- 
cluding the South Dakota communities, if they had the chance to 
contemplate the damage brought there, would willingly forego the 

ower that it would take for a few days to save that country from the 

evastation which was visited upon it; That fact is that-it would 
only interrupt their convenience and perhaps be a disadvantage to 
them, but it would be at the advantage of saving entire and complete 
destruction and wiping out of existence of millions of dollars’ worth 
of property. : 

Unless we can impart some value to the upstream dams by way of 
.flood-protection qualities in that way, they cannot be justified. 

The greater part of their justification is gone. 


92088—57—pt. 17 
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Senator Caspr. Certainly, just the construction of the dams and 
the flooding for all time to come of all of the bottom lands in South 
Dakota does not create a blessing of itself. 

Senator Hruska. I would like to suggest that in the same floods 
there were areas in Sioux City and Sioux Falls that were flooded, 
and such municipal powerplants as they had there were rendered 
ineffective. ; 

I have an idea that maybe if the shoe was taken off people that 
far north, maybe the Senator from South Dakota would have differ- 
ent considerations. I do not know. ; 

Senator Case. We can stand some flood protection in South Dakota, 
but we do not need all that is created for the purpose of handling all 
the floodwaters below. 

Senator Symrneron. If I may make a statement, Mr. Chairman, I 
deeply appreciate the Senator’s comments, but I would like to say in 
support of the witness, that Kansas City suffered over a billion dollars 
loss in the 1951 flood. Naturally, we are more interested in that prob- 
lem than we are the desire of South Dakota to expand its power 
facilities. 

Senator Hruska. I should like to make this observation: If this 
shutting off of the flow of water up north, upstream, would be for 
extended periods, that would be something else. But I do not read 
the statement of the witness here, his testimony, in that regard. The 
way I understand it, it is for such temporary periods, and it may be a 
day or it may be a week, which would meet the immediate emer- 

ency. ; 
; With our grid system of electricity, that power could be on an emer- 
gency basis sent up into North and South Dakota and northeastern 
Iowa and northwestern Iowa which for that period of time would 
help overcome the situation. 

Senator Casr. Perhaps the Senator will support a movement to 
have the Federal Government set up a steam plant that would provide 
the standby to take the place of the Missouri River power. 

Senator Hruska. I do not think that follows. I do not think it is 
even pertinent. We have a grid system throughout the Middle West 
where sometimes power is shunted back and forth, sometimes, for 
hundreds of miles, in a circuitous fashion, for the very purpose of 
overcoming power shortages or defaults which exist in any one spot. 
I do not see why that would not obtain here. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, I think what this illustrates is that 
there is a complex problem, but it will be resolved only by some at- 
tempt to get a jecilindsed approach and by some give and take. 

Senator Symineron. Mr. Chairman, if I may say so, as much as 
the distinguished Senator from South Dakota is again referring to 
the witness’ statement, I fully agree with the distinguished Senator 
from Nebraska that Senator Case has misinterpreted the statement. 

Senator Murray. Many years ago I was quite disturbed about 
the serious floods they were having down the Missouri River Basin 
every year or two. The papers would be filled every day with the 
stories of destruction that was taking place. Some of us got busy 
and we tried to prepare a program such as the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority, which has been a great, outstanding success, recognized all 
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over the world. Yet we could not get anybody to support a Missouri 
Valley Authority. hbrate 

As soon as I filed the bill for the Missouri Valley Authority, in 
jumps the Pick-Sloan plan, and they consolidated. Before that they 
were working against each other. They were consolidated then to 

ht the Missouri Valley Authority. 

ears and years have passed and we still have the problems on 
our hands. 

I am in favor of prohering the rights of the Northern States, 
which are protected by the O’Mahoney amendment. If there is a 
shortage of power, we can develop more power by using those lignite 
coal deposits that we have there and nating in steam plants. 

I wonder if they would agree to that. If they would agree to 
putting in some steam plants and taking care of that problem, we 
might be able to work this thing out. 

enator Case. Mr. Chairman, the sentence which follows the 
phrase to which I have alluded, reads, in Mr, Dillingham’s state- 
ment: ; 

This, of course, would mean the curtailment of power generation for the 
time being but would also mean greater storage back of the reservoir dam 
for the development of a greater volume of hydroelectric power during subse- 
quent periods. 

A problem to which a great many of my people have been ad- 
dressing themselves, and some statements here today indicate the same 
thing, is that even as things are today, they need more firm power. 
If it is contemplated that on occasion the releases will be cut off 
entirely so that there would be greater storage back of the reservoir 
dam for the development of a greater volume of hydroelectric power 
during subsequent periods, you are further reducing the firm power, 
and, therefore, increasing the secondary or dump power. 

If that is to be the policy adopted, of course, that would lead to 
the thought that there i have to be steam plants or something 
to provide firm power in the case of an entire cutoff, or to firm up 
the hydro power that would be put to a greater degree in the sec- 
ondary or dump classes. 

Senator Murray. Are there any other comments? 

Senator Hruska. I should just like to observe once again, Mr. 
Chairman, that back in 1952, when a flood threatened Omaha and 
Council Bluffs, as I understand it every acre-foot of storage space 
upstream available at that time was utilized. Had it not been uti- 
lized to the maximum degree, there was an area in Council Bluffs 
comprising homes for some 60,000 people that would have been de- 
stroyed outright, and many of them probably beyond rebuilding. 

I believe if that problem were put up foursquare to the people of 
South Dakota or anywhere else up and down the line, they would 
have foregone, if necessary, 3 or 4 days or a week without electricity 
in order to prevent that catastrophe. If this statement in the testi- 
mony of Mr. Dillingham means anything else than that, I should like 
to be informed. And I should like in that event to join up with the 
Senator from South Dakota. 

But I cannot for the life of me see any ghosts or any haunting 
specters in the testimony as given. 





94 MISSOURI BASIN WATER PROBLEMS 


Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I do not think that that situation 
would ever arise under operation by the Corps of Engineers. The 
total storage capacity of the reservoirs under the Pick-Sloan plan 
will be at Teast three times the flow—the normal] flow—of the Mis- 
souri River. I think they would be at least 50 percent greater than 
the largest flows of comes 

Senator Murray. We will have to move along with this hearing 
or we will never get through. 

Senator Casr. I would like to conclude my thought. 

In any event, under a reasonable operation, a situation should never 
arise in which any individual flood as of any given date would ever 
exhaust the capacities of the completed reservoirs to contain them. 

Senator Hruska. I think that’ is probably right. Since 1952 at 
least two major dams have been sede, and that would bear right on 
the point which you now make, Senator Case. 

Senator Case. Perhaps I should not have taken as much time on this 
but it does not seem to me necessary to suggest to freeze either one or 
the other out, if we wish to arrive at a reasonable solution. This is 
a multiple-purpose program. 

Senator Murray. Senator Symington? 

Senator Symtneton. May I present Mr. Willard Breidenthal, Mr. 
Chairman, of Kansas City, Kans. vor a 


STATEMENT OF WILLARD BREIDENTHAL, OF KANSAS CITY, KANS. 


Mr. BretoenrHau. Mr. Chairman and Senators, I have a brief 
statement that I would like to make. 

Senator Murray. You may proceed, sir. 4 

Mr. BrewentHat. My name is Willard Breidenthal. I have had 
the honor and pleasure of appearing before congressional committees 
for several years in the interest of water resource development in the 
Midwest. 

I know you appreciate brevity, so I will state our basic request and 
elaborate on it as time permits. Our request is simply this: Please 
let the Federal reservoirs already built in the Missouri River Basin 
continue to operate as they do today, for service to all our people. 
That is the story in its briefest form. 

The Federal Government has spent nearly a billion dollars in the 
valley, and we as citizens and taxpayers want the reservoir system 
to operate for the benefit of everyone. We have had a long, hard 
pull over two decades to get where we are today. The job is far from 
complete, but we have all tasted the benefits which are coming from 
a controlled river. There is more power—much more; there is more 
irrigation; there is substantial flood protection; there are better low 
flows for navigation, water supply, and waste disposal. Everyone in 
the basin has benefited. Everyone will continue to benefit more and 
more if we just keep calm and refrain from any hasty regulations 
which could hurt a part of the basin. 

It has been a tough job to distribute these benefits during the past 
few years. We had a big flood in 1952 and then nature shut off the 
faucet. In the banking business we would say that the Missouri River 
since 1952 is like a good firm with a reduced income. It has nursed 
its account along so as to keep all its creditors just barely satisfied. 
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But the point is, we have been able to do it by careful planning and 
a lot of patience. Nobody in the Midwest as yet has all the water 
he wants, but we are all sharing in the benefits which are available. 
What is more, we are still solvent and there are better days ahead. 

In the Missouri River Basin we play asa team. We have an oper- 
ation center set up in Omaha with the Corps of Engineers. Every- 
body brings his water problems to this central control group: the 
States, the cities, and the various Federal agencies. We talk it over, 
look the facts in the face, and check up on our bank account—our 
water bank account, if you please. They even use electronic com- 

uters to explore all the possibilities and make certain that human 
rains do not overlook the optimum solution. 

We feel that everyone in the basin has been given certain rights 
by Congress, and even in a drought period these rights are bein 
maintained. One of these days the weather will return to normal, 
Then we can have even more irrigation and more power and adequate 
low water flows for navigation and water supply. Our people are 
going ahead and spending local money in anticipation of an increasing 
' watersupply. This local effort is basinwide. 

The lower areas, for example, are building more docks for handling 
river freight. There is not as much water as we need, but we know 
they are beginning to store water upstream to create a balance for the 
years ahead, 

We are going along with our neighbors upstream who do not have 
all the water they want either. But we are all getting along, even in 
this transition period. ; 

In the meantime, until there is water in abundance, we want your 
concurrence in our present plan to keep the valley running—perhaps 
in low gear—but running the best we can with a limited supply. 
Every interest and every section of our valley are carefully considered 
and we think everybody is being given fair play. We ask that nothin 
be done here to establish priorities in a dieagiit period which will 
work additional hardship or inequity on any group. 

The Missouri River Basin, even under these trying circumstances, is 
beginning to pay dividends on your investment. if we are given the 
opportunity to continue without disruption of the overall plan, the 
Midwest can and will become a source of strength and profit for all 
the Nation. 

The job that is being done is being done well. Nobody has had all 
the water that they want, sir, during this period of drought since 
1951. The available storage is being increased year by year with the 
closure of these new structures. 

At the time of the beginning of the drought period there were less 
than 20 million feet in storage. The maximum provided for are 75 
million, of which 50 million are available for flood protection, and 
forty-odd million for beneficial uses, with permanent storage of about 
18 million. 

Obviously, when that storage is obtained, there will be three times 
as much water available for power as there is today. I am told that 
even during these restricted periods of rainfall, 90 percent of the water 
released produces power. 

I heard Senator Case’s questions, but I did not know that the gen- 
eration of power was a Federal consideration; I mean at Federal 
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expense. I understand the TVA borrows their money by issuing 
revenue bonds against the power. . 

Senator Cass. They do not at the present time. They want to do 
that. 

Mr. Brewentuat. They are asking for that now, a $750 million 
authority. 

I do not know that they have any firming up of their power by coal 
plants at this time. 

Senator Case. Yes; there are some steam plants. They were built 
with appropriated funds. 

Mr. Brewentuat. Well, we are making no objection to anything 
the Congress does with reference to those matters. We did not favor 
the Missouri Valley Authority at the time it was proposed. There 
were reasons for that. We do not now want to turn the projects over 
for power as the major consideration. I think all of those projects 
have been built under the authority of the 1936 Flood Act, as it has 
been amended since 1936. The prime consideration in that case was 
flood protection. 

Then in 1944 it was coupled with the Department of the Interior, 
called the Pick-Sloan plan. That is the way we know it now. We 
are in entire sympathy with the operation that has been perfected dur- 
ing these last 2 years, during the scarce period. We believe it will be 
operated to the satisfaction of everyone during the coming year when 
we expect a more plentiful supply of water. 

Senator Murray. Do you have any comments? 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, having pointed out a sentence in the 
statement of the preceding witness, I would like to point out two 
sentences in this statement which I think are definitely constructive. 

In a portion of the statement which Mr. Breidenthal read, he said: 

One of these days the weather will return to normal. Then we can have 
even more irrigation and more power and adequate low-water flows for naviga- 
tion and water supply. 

I think that is constructive and helpful. 

Mr. Brementuau. Do you find objection to the statement, Senator ? 

Senator Casg. No; I did not. I was commending you on it. 

Mr. Brewentuau. Thank you. 

I would like to introduce Senator Joseph McDowell, of the Kansas 
Legislature. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH McDOWELL, STATE SENATOR, KANSAS 
LEGISLATURE, AND VICE CHAIRMAN OF THE KANSAS SENATE 
WATER RESOURCES COMMITTEE 


Mr. McDowrtt. Members of the committee, as a member of the 
Prairie State Legislature, if I had known in the last 10 years what I 
have known today, we would be a little more careful when we pass 
these resolutions and send them back here, memorializing Congress 
to do things. 

But as to these three resolutions, if we had known about them be- 
fore our legislature had adjourned, I am sure we would have gone 
back a few years to the Pick-Sloan plan as it is now siaiaiclened. 

Iam a vice chairman of the water-resources committee of the Kansas 
State Legislature. Because of my general interest in the water re- 
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sources of the State of Kansas and the lower Missouri River Basin, 
JT am speakin as a representative of the Missouri-Arkansas Basins 
Flood Control and Conservation Association. . 

We have been fighting the water problems in our area for some 20 
years. Our local concern has been primarily with flood control, low- 
water flows, and navigation. However, we have always recognized 
the interest in power and irrigation which loom large in the think- 
ing of the upper reaches of our basin. We long ago recognized that 
the Missouri River and its tributaries cannot be developed success- 
fully unless all interests are served. It would cost too much and it 
would be an obvious waste of a taxpayer’s money to develop the basin _ 
solely for the purpose of navigation, or for irrigation alone, or for 
the primary purpose of producing power. 

Back in the days of the Pick-Sloan plan we agreed to this obvious 
basinwide aspect of the potential development. We agreed that some 
of our much-needed lower valley construction might have to be de- 
ferred so that the large reservoirs upstream could be started. These 
upstream reservoirs now serve everyone to the extent that water is 
available. They are now in operation and their benefits are. being 
experienced by people throughout the entire Missouri River Basin— 
upstream and downstream. 

We feel that we have gone along with the interests upstream by 
delaying our request for a large development program in the lower 
valley. Now, we feel that what benefits are available from the up- 
stream reservoirs should be shared by all alike, while we start on our 
program of downstream development. To date, we have been quite 
successful in this sharing program in spite of the fact that water is 
still very scarce. We have not had adequate flows in the Missouri River 
since 1952. We have watched with great concern as the reservoirs 
have progressed at Garrison, Oahe, and Fort Randall and Gavins 
Point. We have spent considerable money so that we too may reap 
some of the benefits from these structures. I refer to the construction 
of protection levees at Omaha, Kansas City, and other points, and to 
the loading docks throughout the entire lower valley which will 
permit the handling of growing river traffic. , 

_As I said before, we do not have enough water to satisfy our present 
needs in the lower 700 miles of river. I understand that people up- 
stream also would like more water for power. It is a fact, however, 
that waterpower has increased some fourfold within the last few 
years. We feel that the use of storage to permit such a power increase 
in a period of serious drought is an indication of our good faith in 
trying to cooperate throughout the whole basin. 

Our interest today is to assure our people that there will be no 
major shift of priorities from those we have today. We want power 
and navigation to proceed simultaneously to the extent that our water 
supplies will permit. 

Normalcy of runoff will return to the Midwest as it always has, 
When that day comes, we will all have plenty of water. Until that 
time, we wish to request Congress to do nothing which would curtail 
the operations in the lower valley. We feel we are entitled to such 
consideration, and we are spending a lot of local money on the as- 
sumption that the program of sharing will continue as it is today. 
Other interests upstream are sharing in today’s benefits, and rightly 
so, but we do not wish to sacrifice one interest for another. ; 
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Congress acquired its original authority to engage in river develop- 
ment projects as a result of its determination that certain rivers were 
“natiashle,” and therefore, Federal control over them was authorized 
by the “commerce” clause of our Constitution. The consideration 
of navigation, therefore, is the keystone upon which rests the other 
important benefits of control of our rivers and the operation of mul- 
tiple-purpose dams; domestic, irrigation, flood control, industrial use, 
power, production, and stream sanitation. 

We sincerely request that you take no steps to modify an operation 
program which, to our minds, is just and equitable, and which will 
cea for all concerned as soon as there is an adequate rainfall. 

here are several things, anticipating some questions, that I would 
like to say in addition. 

No. 1, we in Kansas do not want to quarrel with the Northern 
States. If you want to build steam plants up there, and find a way 
to do it, personally I am in favor that you do it. 

No. 2, it is my belief that the Pick-Sloan plan is a reality and is 
in existence, and the Army engineers are doing an excellent job, and 
= are on the verge of seeing complete flood protection in the Missouri 

asin. 

There are only two things we need: No. 1 is money, and No. 2 is 
a a rainfall out there, and we will have all of these problems 
solved. 

Money will take care of the completion of the Wahoo and the Big 
Bend Reservoir on the Missouri, and we hope will take care of the 
reservoirs and dams on the Kansas tributary, and that will solve my 
problems. 

My statement is not as good as the one Mr. Dillingham read. I 
would like to accept his. 

There are 2 or 3 things that I did want to call to your attention, 
and then I will not take any more time. 

It seems to me that what we are here for today is these resolutions 
of the three States indicate that there might be some kind of a fight 
between those who want power and those who want navigation. Of 
course, if water is coming through the dams for power, it is flowing 
on down the river for navigation. I do not see that there would be 
any particular conflict there. 

I can see a conflict between the use of the dams primarily for 
power and for flood control, because the situation arises where the 
water has to be cut off in order to let the floodwaters down below 
get out of the way. There are other times when they might have to 
be cut off. 

T do not have any idea, of course, what was in the minds of the Con- 

ess when the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment was adopted. But 
in reading the record, I find the document 191, which, as I inter- 
pret it, was the report of the Department of the Interior, which I 
presume would be the Sloan end of the Pick-Sloan plan. This state- 
ment on page 134 concerning whether or not it was intended that power 
should have priority over flood control and navigation says: 

Most of the powerplants proposed in the plan for developing the water resources 
of the Missouri River Basin, will generate electrical use for use in pumping water 
for irrigation, and for domestic, commercial, and industrial uses. A few will be 


used almost exclusively for irrigation purposes. In most cases the operations 
of the powerplants will be governed by the storing and releasing of water for 
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purposes other than power generation, such as flood control, irrigation, naviga- 
tion, and miscellaneous uses. 


On the following page, the report says: 


The operating characteristics of the proposed hydroelectric developments will 
be such as to provide somewhat more seasonal power during the irrigation season 
than will be required for all irrigation pumping contemplated. 

So it looks like the Interior Department did not intend to make 
power primary to flood control and navigation when they prepared 
their report. ; , 

The report that I come to next is Document 475, which was the one 
from General Pick, the Army engineers report. 

It says, on page 29: 

In addition to providing flood control benefits on the Missouri and Mississippi 
Rivers, the comprehensive plan would also provide for the most efficient utiliza- 


tion of the waters of the Missouri River Basin for all purposes, including the 
irrigation, navigation, and, third, power. 


It seems to me that the engineers in their proposed plan were putting 
. power down on the list. 

Then when a combined report, in Senate Document 247, was pre- 
pared, in 1944, with representatives from the engineers and the Bureau 
of Reclamation who reviewed the features of these plans, they state, 
when they outline what is to be done, that: 

The plan provides as soon as the substitute storage is built on the main stem, 


the Fort Peck Reservoir will be operated as a multiple-purpose reservoir primar- 
ily in the interests of irrigation— 


not for making any power. 


The Garrison Dam Reservoir permits the utilization of approximately 160 feet 
of head for the development of hydroelectric power. The Oahe Dam is required 
in connection with the irrigation of 750,000 acres of land, as well as to provide 
useful storage for flood control, navigation, and— 


third— 


the development of hydroelectric power. : 

Document 191 contemplates a pool level of 1,365 mean sea level in order not to 
interfere with the Big Bend powerplant located near the upper limits of the 
reservoir. The reservoirs as outlined above and agreed upon in the joint engi- 
neers’ report will provide the desired degree of flood control, supply of needs of 
irrigation, as well as furnish cycle storage for navigation during prolonged 
periods. The plan also utilizes practically all of the available power head in the 
‘Missouri River between the mouth of the Yellowstone and Gavins Point Dam. 


Again, power is incidental and last on the list. 

When they passed the Flood Control Act of 1944, and that, of course, 
as has been pointed out, is a Flood Control Act, it is my understanding 
that the only power Congress has over these rivers is first to deter- 
mine that they are navigable, and then, under the commerce clause, 
to take steps to use them. 

In the preamble to the 1944 act, it says: 

In connection with the exercise of the jurisdiction over the rivers of the 
Nation, through the construction of works of improvement, for navigation or 


flood control, as herein authorized, it is declared to be the policy of the Con- 
gress— 


and so on— 


for all purposes of the waters of the Nation’s rivers to facilitate the consider- 
ation of projects on the basis of comprehensive and coordinated development 
and to limit the authorization and construction of navigation works to those in 
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which a substantial benefit to navigation will be realized therefrom, and, which 
can be operated consistently with appropriate and economic use of the waters 
of such rivers by other users. 

So it would appear to me that this thing started out as flood control 
only, however, on those rivers where we could work these other things 
in and get everybody united behind them. 

When we reviewed this, the Missouri Basin Interagency Commit- 
tee, in April 1951, just before the big flood in Kansas City and down 
south of us, when they came to the question of where power fitted into 
this picture, on page 68 they said: 

The water requirements for the generation of -hydroelectric power are not 
consumptive in nature, except for relatively insignificant reservoir evaporation 
losses resulting from impounding operations for power purposes. However, the 
realization of the maximum power potential provided by the water passing 
through the dams of the reservoir system requires that power operations be 


carefully integrated into the proposed manner of. operation of. the overall 
system. 


In general, releases from the main stem reservoir system will be dictated 
largely by nonpower uses, and normally the development of hydroelectric power 
is considered as incidental to the operation of the reservoir system for other 
multipurpose objectives of the comprehensive plan. 

The engineers have made a public statement, and they are here 
and ean back it up, I am sure, that when these dams are completed 
95 percent—when all the reservoirs are in operation, 95 percent—of 
the power potential of the reservoirs will be realized. That is just 
about as firm as you car get power, when you get 95 percent of it. 

Today there have been some complaints, although there is no evi- 
dence to back it up, that water is being used up there that ought to 
e kept up there for power, being used for navigation or something 
else. 

The truth of the matter is, the engineers will tell you, that 90 per-— 
cent of all water that leaves those reservoirs is used for power purposes 
today. 

Tt just seems to me that we are just a little bit ahead of the horse. 
If we can wait until the reservoirs are built, we are going to have 
power as well as the primary considerations of flood control, irriga- 
tion, and the other items. 

Thank you. 

Senator Murray. Thank you very much. 

We have a lot of witnesses here who wish to testify and get away. 
I am perfectly willing to stay here until 6 o’clock tonight, if necessary, 
but I do not think we should tie these witnesses up here and string 
them along. A lot of this material that is being put into the record in - 
the way of debate here could be put in when we come to the final study 
of the program. We ought to try to speed up the hearing here this 
afternoon by listening to the witnesses. 

Senator Hruska. In the light of your suggestion about hearing 
witnesses, Mr. Chairman, and I am in full sympathy with it, I will 
waive further questions at this time. 

Senator Murray. Thank you. 

The next witness is Virgil Hanlon, manager, East River Electric 
Power Cooperative, Madison, S. Dak. 
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STATEMENT OF V. T. HANLON, MANAGER, EAST RIVER ELECTRIC 
POWER COOPERATIVE, INC., MADISON, S. DAK. 


Mr. Hanton. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is V. T. Hanlon. I am the manager of the East River Electric 
Power Cooperative, a transmission rural electric financed cooperative 
serving 21 member distribution cooperatives, who in.turn serve ap- 
proximately 50,000 farm families in eastern South Dakota. These 
farm families constitute approximately one-third of the population of 
the State of South Dakota. I have been a resident of South Dakota 
all of my life and have worked for the rural electric cooperatives for 
18 years. During that time I have studied the Missouri Basin pro- 
gram very closely. My formal education is in economics and business 
administration. Iam the chairman of the South Dakota Rural Elec- 
tric Association Power Supply Committee and a member of Governor — 
Joe Foss’ electric power committee. 

I might say at the outset that I do not think we have a great con- 
flict with flood control. We know it is the primary purpose of the 
program. This might clear up the thinking, as I go through my 
testimony. 

Rural electrification in South Dakota’ is comparatively recent. 
Prior to the Flood Control Act of 1944, few cooperatives could get 
loans from the Rural Electrification Administration because there 
was a shortage of wholesale electric power and because the cost of 
power then was extremely high. Wholesale power costs averaged 
approximately 14 mills per kilowatt-hour, ranging from 12 to 22 mills 
per kilcwatt-hour. When the dams on the Missouri River were au- 
thorized, giving promise of 5.5 mills per kilowatt-hour, rural electri- 
fication loans became feasible. World War II prevented any major 
construction of cooperative facilities until 1947. Percentage of elec- 
trified farms in South Dakota rose during the past 10 years from the 
lowest in the Nation to the present saturation level of approximately 
90 percent. 

Loans from the Rural Electrification Administration and the de- 
velopment of the Missouri Basin by the United States Bureau of 
Reclamation and the Corps of Army Engineers made rural electrifi- 
cation possible in South Dakota. For this we are very grateful to our 
Congress and to our Government. 

We are here today because we are disappointed in the manner that 
our Government is administrating the operation of these: facilities 
that have meant so much to us. I am speaking of the United States 
Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of the United States Army 
Engineers. I charge that these two agencies are mismanaging the 
resources of the people and of this Nation. 

‘As a representative of the rural electric cooperatives and their 
members I feel I have a right to complain because the rural electric 
cooperatives and other preference customers of electric power are pay- 
ing for the major part of the program. We want to and we expect 
to pay for our part—but we cannot honestly watch the program being 
misinanaged to the extent that we cannot afford to pay for it. I want 
to call to your attention our financial obligation in the development 
program of the Missouri River Basin. In the economic analysis, 
Missouri River Basin project prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation, 
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dated April 1955, on sheet 2 is a summary of the allocations and re 
ment totals for the whole Missouri River Basin. This includes oth 
ae of Reclamation projects and the projects of the Corps of Army 


ony eers. 
he summary referred to follows:) 


Allocation and repayment 


Allocation Repayment 
Reimbursable: 
INI hs ER et aon deeb eienm einen oe dplanine cine oiuiinanes $2, 235, 749, 000 $385, 528, 000 
Memugeoetal power (includes $53, 814, 000 for interest during construc- 

a aa en eh gee ena cly inccarn he shies pee 1, 144, 238.000 | ' 3, 066, 405, 000 
Municipal water (includes $389,000 interest during construction) ...-.. 7, 600, 000 1 7, 600, 000 
i a od wenn aingageneees TE UE Biininas wsistoertceavedes 
I a a dcehahewont .) SEND Dennccnaumansanee 
Buford-Trenton work, investigations of inactive units and other 

ee II eat Site tic ead cacipbnwncceduoceastuscon OU OUT, GOP: cnncivcccecvivnd 
ih ta alee a ee eRislommnndoeeeneaneredanse 3, 459, 533, 000 3, 459, 533, 000 
Nonreimbursable: 
ns CaCI NE SUI og i wkd ac edb anscensedieccecas FP tes OO hanicdce le cnnscs 
rn He een i hin awliie ba gunith athens pen osm BEE bonnsmeseanodon 
Rapid City Air Base water supply (includes $37,000 for interest dur- ; 
Neen is emtiemaineooneneene eT OUP hi ciddcstinn tus 
eo EE ee eke, Ss ee tes ee ere eo 4 8 | Ree ; 
_————SSSSSSSSaa>>—=_[_s Laan 
Deferred: 
Investigations of potential units......................--.------------}. OU OD es |. cintetases 
Future power system additions_...............- lr tnlgensdiieaus bests idl p enw erajonete 56, 978, 000 () 
Ce Ne eee RTD be istcicceenve 


——————SS=aaa=2===[| ——LLlLlLhhSSSSSSAB 
Total allocation and repayment............-.....-..-----..---.---- 5, 375, 739, 000 | * 3, 459, 533, 000 


1 Also interest paid on unpaid balance of cost allocated to this function. 
2 Considered self-liquidating. 
* Exclusive of payments for self-liquidating future additions to the power system. 


Mr. Hanton. I would like to briefly point out what is on that 
page. You will note that the total, the corps and Bureau of Reclama- 
tion facilities, is around $5 billion. You will notice the repayment 
amount of that is $3,459,533,000. You will also notice at the top 
that irrigation allocation of cost is $2,235,749,000, but the repayment 
schedule is only $385,528,000. 

Going down to power, you will notice the allocation against the 
cost of power, and it is $1,144,238,000, and power is “to repay 
$3,066,405,000. 

You will also note further that the municipal water. people take 
care of themselves, but there- are $16 million in recreation, and 
$342,000 in fish and wildlife, plus the Buford-Trenton work of $55,- 
567, 000 that must be paid for by. power customers. 

So of the total reimbursable items out of this $5 billion, more than 
three-fifths of it is going to be paid for by power. 

You will note from the summary that the allocation of costs to 
ower is $1,144,238,000 while the repayment to be paid by power is 
3,066,405,000, a ratio of about 3 to 1. 

You will note also that the preference consumers of power are 
expected to pay the major part of the irrigation cost and all of the 
cost for recreation and fish and wildlife. 

I should not say “all the cost.” That should be corrected. Fish and 
wildlife have costs that are nonreimbursable. 
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Though we believe the power allocation is well padded with costs 
that should go elsewhere, we do not complain about taking care of 
the charges the water users of irrigation cannot afford. 

I believe the above figures should show you why we have a definite 
concern about what is happening to this program. I believe that 
Congress will also be concerned when we complete our testimony. 
The United States Bureau of Reclamation, having authority to 
market the power generated from the Army engineer dams, is the 
agency we have depended upon to protect the rights of preference 
customers. We believe they are completely failing in this responsi- 
bility and in fact, they could be accused of double-crossing the people 
they serve. 

The Bureau of Reclamation, representing the Government and the 
people, should be the agency acting as the liaison between the electric 
consumers and the Corps of Army Engineers. Instead of represent- 
ing the Government and the people they are now acting as a servant 
of the Corps of Army Engineers. 

Let me illustrate this point. As an example let us refer to the 
allocated costs of Fort Randall, a completed dam. On page 92 in 
the report of the Missouri Basin Survey Commission entitled, “Mis- 
souri: Land and Water” there is a wide difference between the figures 
supplied by the Corps of Army Engineers and the Bureau of Recla- 
mation.- Then, in 1952, the Bureau of Reclamation set up allocations 
on Fort Randall, as follows: 


Tee a ee eae ea ee a $61, 800, 000 
wicoa Control end. neavigdtiotie. icc dened deel 136, 685, 000 
MaktGe & Cota) 006; Clase ncctd am aelincineedaeaidiaenas 198, 485, 000 


Fort Randall does not have any irrigation benefits; therefore, no 
allocated costs. At this time the primary purpose of Fort Randall 
was to be flood control and the people of our area were told that this 
was the main purpose of the dam. In 1955 in the Economic Analysis 
Missouri River Basin Projects—table 5, sheet 7 of 7—the same Gov- 
ernment agency, the Bureau of Reclamation, now sets up the following 
_ allocations: 


ie 8G Ta il Bia oe eid Lie A ORO Bs OER $139, 922, 000 


Wioed control and navigation so... cdicniblicinewddeeceal 54, 563, 000 
POOR ORUI OR isin ated ss cc cing eceeniapaie aghieelatbed gbiiaediod 515, 000 


While flood control and navigation costs decrease tremendously the 
costs against power increase 126 percent. You will note also that the 
approximate completed cost of the dam remains about the same as 
the figures supplied by the Bureau of Reclamation in 1952. To me 
this proves that the Corps of Army Engineers is the dominant of the 
two organizations and that the Bureau of Reclamation has submitted 
to them to the disadvantage of the power users and possibly the whole 
Missouri Basin program. 

The above figures from the economic analysis Missouri Basin proj- 
ects prove that the power users are going to have to pay for the boat 
basins, fish and wildlife, irrigation, and under the new allocations of 
costs, even for navigation. The power company advertisements accuse 
the cooperatives of being subsidized when actually it is the coopera- 
tives that are subsidizing the other parts of this development. 
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Though the power companies are buying about 38 percent of the 
power from the dams, much more than the cooperatives, they are not 
paying their own way. The power that they procure from the Bureau 
of Reclamation is averaging approximately 3 mills and in some cases 
close to 2 mills while the cooperatives and other preference users are 
paying 5.5 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

n calendar year 1956, according to Mr. W. A. Dexheimer, Commis- 
sioner for the Bureau of Reclamation, the private power companies 
bought 37.5 percent of the power, paying an average of 3 mills, while 
the firm power prices to the preference users average slightly more 
than 5 mills. Though they are buying dump and secondary power 
these same private power companies actually get a preference in trans- 
mission facilities over the rural electric cooperatives and other prefer- 
ence users. Mr. Dexheimer’s letter will be introduced as testimony by 
Harlan Severson, another witness. 

If the preference users are to pay the reimbursable costs of these 
dams, then they have a just right to a voice in how the water stored in 
the reservoirs is used. Rural electric cooperatives of South Dakota 
assert that power generation has a priority over navigation. The 
Flood Control Act of 1944 meant that they had such a priority and 
if not then the Government certainly cannot expect to get paid for 
the dams from the revenues of power. 

We are not against the use of the river for navigation, but we are 
against the consumption of our waters for such. Nowhere in the 
Nation is water actually consumed for navigation except on the Mis- 
souri River. In the Mississippi Valley, where the rainfall is twice 
that of the semiarid Missouri Basin, slack water navigation was 
designed in the river, but on the Missouri River the Corps of Engi- 
neers had designed a navigation system that takes free flowing 
navigation. 

Navigation actually consumes water. The only way the Army can 
get water for free flowing navigation is to jeopardize the pay-out 
status of the basin program and by stealing such from electric power 
and eventually stealing it from other water users upstream. -The 
results are that the power. cannot pay the reimbursable costs and 
therefore, irrigation and other upstream uses can never be developed. 

We recognize that irrigation has priority over power, but as long 
as power is paying the bill, certainly power should have priority over 
navigation. 

It also should be pointed out that the rural electric cooperatives 
and other preference users that are paying for irrigation costs should 
have the right to use the same water for power, if such is available. 
If the Corps of Engineers would provide carryover storage in our 
reservoirs for winter power purposes instead of giving priority to 
navigation, then the Federal Government would get a higher financial 
return and the cooperatives would not keep facing the increased 
cost of power and the present power shortage. This statement will 
be backed up with facts from other witnesses. 

I would like to enter into the records a letter recently written to 
me by panne Secretary of Interior, Fred Aandahl, dated February 
19, 1957. 
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(The letter referred to follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 


Washington, D. C., February 19, 1957 
Mr. V. T. Hanton, 


Manager, East River Electric Power Cooperative, Inc., 
Madison, 8S. Dak. 

My Dear Mr. Hanton: This is in further reply to your letter of October 26, 
1956, concerning the feasibility of supplying additional firm power to Hast River 
Electric Power Cooperative in the years 1958-61 above the 62,300 kilowatts 
presently allotted and contracted to the cooperative. 

The Bureau of Reclamation has recently prepared estimates of the Federal 
power to be available in the eastern area of the eastern division, Missouri River 
Basin, for the years 1958-60, inclusive. These estimates are based on studies 
of probable reservoir operations at the Corps of Engineers’ dams which have 
been made by that agency, taking into consideration various possible water 
conditions. The firm power and firm peaking power estimated to be available, 
as shown by these studies, are compared in the table appearing below with the 
firm power allotments that have so far been made. It is to be noted that these 
figures are for a newly defined eastern ‘area which now includes the area east 
of Fort Peck that was formerly considered to be in the western area of the 
eastern division. 


(Megawatts, at load] 





1958 . 1959 1960 
Median water conditions: ! . 
IPPte OWE CPMIMNIO. abcde ck sn wbdccsendideeviletcasdece’ 551 608 605 
Firm power commitments. ...................--..-.---.-. : 568 568 560 
ST I a ec el i leila —17 40 45 
OG Or WONNUN, 65. cc catecandhadbicewndeanaascs 0 45 117 
Adverse water conditions: ? 
PEIN DOCS BURN noi b oct pokdecindedsssecbnnbodcnedeod 452 563 605 
Firm power commitments. .................-.-...-.-....- 568 568 560 
IU I ee —116 —5 45 
Pearing power awellen ov. cid Si ests 0 0 55 


1 Assumes median water conditions in each year from 1957 up to and including the year for which the 
figures are given. 2 


2 Assumes median water conditions in 1957 and each later year up to the year in question, with adverse 
water conditions in that year. 


The estimates of the power to be available represent the anticipated December 
output of the Garrison, Fort Randall, and Gavins Point powerplants, plus the 
two large units of the Fort Peck powerplant. These units will have a rated 
capacity of 890,000 kilowatts, including the 4th and 5th units at Garrison which 
are scheduled to be installed in 1959 and 1960, respectively. The figures for com- 
mitments comprise the 1954 allotments in the area formerly termed the eastern 
area, plus the estimated requirements through 1958 of prefererice-type customers 
in the area between Fort Peck and the old eastern area which was formerly 
in the western area. 

Firm power is taken as the peaking power for which sufficient energy will be 
available under median water conditions to supply firm loads up to the amounts 
in kilowatts indicated to be available, at the expected load factor. If water 
eonditions are less favorable than in a median year, the Bureau of Reclamation 
will endeavor to purchase energy to meet the energy deficiency up to this point, 
provided that funds are appropriated by the Congress to pay for such purchases. 
It is not the policy of this Department to authorize purchase of energy in order 
to firm up peaking capacity for which under median conditions there is no 
available energy. Instead, any remaining peaking power that may be available 
such as is shown in the table will be sold to customers which are in a position 
to firm it up with energy of their own, which may be from production in their 
own plants or acquired by purchase from other systems. 

The Bureau of Reclamation calls attention to the fact that the figures in the 
table are subject to considerable qualification: As you mentioned in your letter 
not all allottees may take up théir allotments in full. .There are also others 
which have early contracts that cover their estimated requirements for years 
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considerably beyond 1958. These quite probably will not need all the power 
committed to them in 1958 and the first few years immediately following. These 
circumstances may to a.degree ease the situation in 1958 and 1959 that would 
arise with adverse water conditions. On the other hand, the adverse conditions 
on which the figures for power availability are based are not the worst that are 
possible. A continuation of generally unfavorable water conditions during the 
next few years, following those of the last 3 years, could reduce the supply 
to lower levels than are indicated in the table. 

Incidentally, it is to be noted that the Air Force expects to reassign a large 
portion of the firm power allotted to it for the Ellsworth Air Force Base to its 
base at Lincoln, Nebr. The Air Force expects to require the power at Lincoln 
as soon as necessary arrangements for delivery are completed. With respect 
to South Dakota State loads on which you comment, the Bureau has executed 
contracts aggregating 1,660 kilowatts of the 10,000 kilowatts allocated. No 
future date has been established by which alloted power must be placed under 
contract and the opportunity must be kept open for the State to contract for 
additional power. We do not believe it would be proper for us to withdraw 
allotments until such time as a failure to contract for power would result in 
_ unsold power. ; 

The uncertainty of any power in 1958 and 1959 which will be surplus to 
present commitments makes it infeasible at this time to commit any additional 
firm power for delivery in those years. It presently appears that it would be 
possible at the appropriate time to make some additional commitments for 
delivery in 1960. However, it is still quite uncertain how much can be committed 
for delivery in that year and there will undoubtedly be a large number of prefer- 
ence-type customers which will desire to obtain additional amounts. The same 
considerations apply to any further power that may be available in 1961. The 
Department of the Interior, therefore, does not consider that it is appropriate 
to make further commitments in the eastern area of the eastern division at 
this time. It should also be pointed out that in any possible allotment of un- 
contracted power, the needs of many other customers would have to be con- 
sidered together with your request for additional power. We do not believe 
it would be equitable to consider East River’s needs to the exclusion of other 
preference customers in the market area. 

There is, of course, always the possibility that some additional Federal power 
can be supplied before 1962, but we can give no assurance as to how much, if 
any, could be provided or as to when it would be available. We are sure you 
understand, of course, that if water conditions are favorable or additional 
power is available for any other reason, Bast River, the same as other customers, 
may take power above its contract rights so long as the additional quantities 
of power will permit. . 

Sincerely yours, : 

Frep G. AANDAHL, 

Secretary of the Interior. 


Mr, Hanton. I will not read the letter from Secretary Aandahl in 
detail. I do wish to say, however, that on the first page is a tabulation 
of what we can expect for the power users in the basin. 

You will notice the first table is under median water conditions, 
and I think we can disregard that, because we do not have median 
water conditions. 

The second table is adverse water conditions, and we have been in 
that bracket for several years, and it looks that way again for this 

ear. 
You will notice that the Federal Government has 452 megawatts of 
firm power available, but they have contracted for 568,000 kilowatts, 
giving them a shortage of 116,000 kilowatts of power that they have 
to deliver before 1958. 

That is on the terms, you will note by the footnote, that this year 
was a median water year, and next year was an adverse water year. 

Actually, we are in an adverse water year at this time. 
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If you will read further in the letter, you will find out that Mr. 
- Aandahl says that is not the worst to be expected. You can see that 
we have a power shortage facing us. 

There are several important things in this letter that should be 
pointed out to these committees, 

First, note that out of 890,000 kilowatts of generation on the main- 
stem dams, the amount of firm power available in 1960 will be only 
‘605,000 kilowatts. This tremendous amount of machine capacity that 
will not be firmed up represents mismanagement by both of the Gov- 
ernment agencies, and points out the necessity for them to make 
arrangements for thermal generation either by leasing or the con- 
struction of thermal plants. 

More important to my part of the discussion is the fact that should 
we have median water conditions up through 1958, and this is very 
doubtful considering the prospects for 1957, which are for an adverse 
year, then the Bureau of Reclamation will be short 116,000 kilowatts 
of firm energy. 

Mr. - pe AM points out in his letter that the Bureau of 
Reclamation— 
will endeavor to purchase energy to meet the energy deficiency up to this point, 
provided that funds are appropriated by the Congress to pay for such purchases. 

But Mr. Aandahl did not point out that the Bureau of Reclamation 
has not even made arrangements for such an amount of power and 
it can be conclusively proven that there is not that amount of capacity 
available in the marketing area. The solution is for the Bureau to 
lease or build generating plants. 

Assistant Secretary Aandahl and the United States Bureau of 
Reclamation on February 21, 1955, in a written statement gave us the 
following answer to the problem: 

However, when a commitment is once made by the Bureau on its ability to 
supply firm power, it is the Government’s intent to firmly meet such commitments 
either from its own resources or by the purchasing in event of less than average 
water year. However, if, under unforeseeable circumstances, the Bureau fails 
to meet the firm power committed, adjustment of charges will be made as 
provided in the contracts. 

It is very doubtful that our farmers are going to appreciate the 
fact that the Bureau won’t charge us for power that they cannot ~ 
deliver while they have to brown out their farms and the people in 
the basin will have to curtail the uses because of lack of foresight by 
the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Should the adverse water year show up in 1958 there would be no 
— means for anyone building generation on such a short notice. 

Je feel that as long as we are paying firm power prices that then we 
should expect firm power, and the Bureau of Reclamation should defi- 
nitely have a responsibility of fulfilling its contracts. If not, then the 
power being sold to the cooperatives should not be sold at 5.5 mills, but 
should be sold at 3 mills. 

At the same time that the Bureau is facing the lack of energy it has 
still requested that the cooperatives who will build steam generation, 
or contemplate such, operate their plants at their normal load factor 
rather than supply energy to the Bureau of Reclamation so it can 
. firm up more energy to be returned to them. 


92088—57-—pt. 1——-8 
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The engineering facts to show how this can be done, it is my under- 
standing, are to be supplied by others who are going to testify. 

After painting this dismal picture you will find further in Mr. 
Aandahl’s letter: ya 

On the other hand, the “adverse” conditions on which the figures of power 
availability are based are not the worst that are possible. A continuation of 
generally unfavorable water conditions during the next few years, following 
those of the last 3 years, can reduce the supply to lower levels than are indicated 
in the table. . 

You can certainly see why we are concerned and it points out mis- 
management by both of the organizations. 

I accuse both the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Army 
Engineers as jointly responsible for this mismanagement. This can 
be Soeimmaiened in a letter from Brig. Gen. W. E. Potter, former divi- 
sion engineer of the Army engineers who states in a letter of December 
23, 1955: : 

A great number of both long-range and short-range operation studies have been 
made, and examined jointly, to thoroughly explore all aspects of the various 
problems and arrive at sound bases for design, construction, and operation of 
the Missouri River main-stem projects. The Bureau and the corps have been 
and are in agreement on these items and there has been a general agreement by 
the Federal Power Commission, the Public Health Service, State officials, and 
other Federal agencies directly concerned. 

Should the Bureau of Reclamation be able to buy power in the basin 
at the prices charged by the power suppliers and purchased on a normal 
load factor basis, such as the Bureau expects to have generation used, 
it would cost the Federal Government approximately $5 million for 
1 year of shortage. 

At the same time, the Army engineers point out that they saved 
the shippers on the Missouri River in 1955, in the hauling of 410,000 
tons of freight, $1,265,000. The freight traffic in 1956 was even less 
than that of 1955. And, according to the engineers’ own figures, it 
cost them $10 million for construction and $6.1 million for maintenance 
of the 762 miles of channel. 

This does not include the cost of the Coast Guard and others making 
navigation possible. Even the most optimistic views of the Army 
engineers say they will carry 5 million tons of freight a year on the 
river, saving the shippers $15 million which will still represent a cost 
to the taxpayers of this country. 

If the eee of using water for free flowing navigation con- 
tinues and navigation traffic expands we will find ourselves in a worse 
condition in future years than the problem that faces us now. ; 

We are only talking about the priorities of navigation and power, 
but we recognize that the depletion of waters needed upstream are 
more important to the people of the Missouri Basin than either of 
these two uses. 

Time does not permit me to document all of the many complaints 
we have about the Bureau of Reclamation, both from the standpoint 
of operations and policy, but I shall try to point out some repre- 
sentative discrepancies in their policy and operation. 

One example is their policy of charging for displacement of power 
and energy in‘their system. A Bureau customer buying part of its 
power from the United States Bureau of Reclamation and also having 
its own generation can bring about this situation: 
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At point A the United States Bureau of Reclamation has hydro- 
power while at point B a hundred miles from the hydrogeneration, 
the customer has its own source of steam generation. It is possible 
to use all of the hydropower and energy near point A and use the 
thermal generation near point B. This could be called displace- 
ment. This naturally gives a transmission line a greater expanded 
capacity and saves the losses in moving the energy and power over 
the long line. This is definitely an advantage to the United States 
Bureau of Reclamation. What does the Bureau policy do in such an 
instance ? , 

The policy demands a payment of nonexisting losses plus a charge 
of 1. mill per kilowatt-hour. This not only discourages the dis- 
placement of firm energy on the periphery of the Bureau’s system, 
but actually penalizes it. This policy eliminates the efficiencies and 
economies of power pool operation.. 

When we asked the Bureau to change this policy or to give us 
reasons for it, this is the answer we received : 

All wheeling arrangements entered into by the Bureau, either the Bureau 
is wheeling power over the system of others or is wheeling power of others over 
the Bureau’s system, have been approached as true wheeling arrangements 
without regard to the effect of power displacement. The Department does not 
anticipate that the present policy will be changed. 

It is not only once that we have asked them to change this, but many 
times. 

Earlier I stated that I would point out how the power companies 
who are buying the dump power that creates no earnings for the 
Bureau of Reclamation are given preference on facilities over the 
people who are paying firm power prices. 

First, nearly all the Bureau’s substations are located strategically 
to fit into the load centers of the nonpreference customers. This 
means that the preference customers have to spend additional dollars 
to get to their substation sites. 

In the case of the United States Bureau of Reclamation’s system 
supplying the East River Electric Power Cooperative the cooperatives 
are getting unregulated voltages from the Bureau substations while 
Northwestern Public Service Co., a power company buying only 
secondary power, gets regulated voltage. 

To show what discrimination in the location of substations means 
take the example of the city of Madison, S. Dak., a municipality 
and a preference user that is my hometown. If the city of Madison, 
S. Dak., wishes to buy secondary power they not only have to pay 
for the secondary power at the Bureau’s rates, but also have to pay an 
additional mill to have it wheeled. 

The nonpreference customer, such as Northwestern Public Service 
Co., gets it delivered to its system without any wheeling charges or 
a mill cheaper than the preference customer. 

The Bureau of Reclamation explained that the reason this situation 

yas created is because their policy is to sell secondary power off of 
their system without adding additional facilities or providing addi- 
tional investment. At the.same time there is a new substation being 
built at Yankton, S: Dak., from 115 kilovolts to 34.5 kilovolts to 
supply Northwestern Public Service Co. when there are no preference 
users in the area. 
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I should correct that. We do have the State insane hospital there,. 
but we do not have too many people in it. 

Other witnesses here can show: you where transformer capacity is 

ut in the substation at Remsen, Iowa, I believe, for Iowa Public 

rvice Co. to buy dump power and only recently in your budget 
Congress approved an addition to the substation at Summit, S. Dak., 
to supply Otter Tail Power Co., another nonpreference user. 

While these millions of dollars are being spent for facilities to show 
fae ere to the people buying the non-profitable power from the 

ederal Government, East River Electric Power Cooperative re- - 
cently has been refused a request to have the Bureau of Reclamation. 
supply them with a standard type of oil circuit breaker to provide 
better service to their members. 

The Bureau of Reclamation has operated with some Oerlikon oil 
circuit breakers that have been giving trouble ever since they were 
first installed. This is actually a small item in the overall system, 
but still the Bureau refuses to supply a good reliable type of breaker 
to give dependable service to the preference users. Though we have 
taken this problem up with every office of the Bureau of Reclamation 
and the Department of the Interior, we have not as yet had any 
answer except negative. We have even offered to supply our own 
breakers to prove that their services are inadequate because of poor 
operational practices. 

Another example of the Bureau’s attitude: A few years ago the 
Bureau of Reclamation had to discontinue service on a segment of 
our system because of some repairs that had to be made at the 
generating station at Fort Randall. The Bureau of Reclamation 
asked us to buy power from Northern States Power Co. to take care 
of this shutdown of their service. Our understanding from their 
dispatcher was we should make the arrangements to buy the power 
from Northern States Power Co. for the Bureau. 

After we had made the arrangements and had received a bill from 
the Northern States Power Co. for $9,000 for about 2 hours of opera- 
tion, the Bureau of Reclamation refused to honor the bill. They 
said they would give us credit under the credit provisions of the 
contract, that actually says no more or less than we will not be 
charged for power during such outages. 

e have spent considerable time and dollars trying to deal with 
the Bureau of Reclamation. If we deal with the district office at 
Huron, they say they have to get the answer from the regional office 
at Billings. When we get to the regional office in Billings, it has to 
then go for the Secretary’s approval in Washington. 

If you take the problem up in Washington we are then referred back 
to the regional office at Billings and the Billings office will probably 
take it to the chief of engineers at Denver. It becomes a round robin 
sort of business, with no one giving us any definite answers, and about 
the only statements on policy that they give is that, right or wrong, 
this is the policy. 

I would like to point out mismanagement of the Bureau of Recla- 
mation in the design of their system. Actually the Bureau of Recla- 
mation’s system is designed with what I would call “valves” that 

revent maximum use of this system. For instance, the 230-kilovolt 
ines connecting Garrison Dam in North Dakota to the main-stem dams. 
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in South Dakota have only one circuit. The rest of the system all 
the way to Sioux City and all the way to Granite Falls, Minn., is 
being designed for two 230-kilovolt circuits. 

Yet we know the cheapest fuel and actual generation costs are in 
North Dakota, as shown in the Arthur D. Little, Inc., report called, 
Report to the Resources Research Committee. A group of power 
companies and others who had the study made, show that lignite 
coal can ome power in North Dakota cheaper than the hydropower 
produced on the Missouri River. Yet the Bureau of Reclamation, 
rather than make possible the movement of power on their trans- 
mission system, have put a valve in it by constructing only a single 
circuit on its 230-kilovolt Oahe-Bismarck line: 

Thus, this cheap lignite power cannot be moved from North Dakota 
to South Dakota. Yet the same people will design a 230-kilovolt 2- 
circuit line to go to Granite Falls, Minn., where there is only a small 
amount of preference customers or to Sioux City, Iowa, where it sells 
most of the load as dump power to the Iowa Public Service Co. - 

We feel that a transmission system should be used for the good of 
the people, but undoubtedly, the Bureau of Reclamation is designing 
their system so that a minimum of good can go to the people. 

Another example of necessary transmission engineering that the 
Bureau of Reclamation does not consider is tying the reservoirs or 
the dams on the main stem of the Missouri River to the western divi- 
sion through the Dakotas, over the lignite fields, tying into Yellow 
Tail Dam project; and, therefore, up to the Fort Peck and Canyon 
Ferry prajerin, so that maximum use can be made of hydropower. 

In this way if such a transmission line was tied between the East 
and the West, then during the summertime when Wyoming, Colorado 
and Montana need all of their precious water for irrigation we could 
be using power from the Missouri River to supply them. 

In the winter, the western high-capacity plants could then peak 
the power on the Missouri River. This would help firm up the one- 
third of the machine capacity that the Bureau of Reclamation now 
refuses to even sell. 

One of the problems that we have in East River, in trying to design 
our future system, is that we have all of our feeder lines coming out 
of United States Bureau of Reclamation substations. Therefore, 
our whole system is designed around the Bureau of Reclamation 
system. 

Now that the Bureau of Reclamation is short of power, it becomes 
necessary for us to furnish our own supply. We, therefore, would 
like to have the Bureau of Reclamation guarantee us capacity in 
their transmission system so that we would only need one transmis- 
sion system to serve both their hydro and our thermal power. 

The Bureau of Reclamation has refused to guarantee us additional 
capacity because of a policy that assumes no utility responsibility. 
You can see without this assurance of having capacity in the Bureau 
system, it is impossible for us to plan and we jeopardize our invest- 
ment should the Bureau refuse to give us capacity in the future. 

East River Electric Power Cooperative’s electric requirements are 
doubling every 7 years. With this type of growth projected into 
1970 we will soon need to generate a large part of our requirements, 
even after the completion of Big Bend and Oahe. 
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In the Missouri Basin as a whole the authorized hydro facilities will 
only supply approximately 13 percent of the total requirements. 
South Dakota has a scarcity of fuel and water within our area; and 
therefore, it means that only by getting the maximum return on 
thermal generation can the cooperatives feasibly generate electric 
power. ‘Two things can be done in the Missouri Basin program to 
aid South Dakota farmers in getting low-cost power. 

First, thermal plants should be used to base-load the hydro facilities 
of the Federal Government, rather than having us take the peaking at 
the present time, and secondly, the United States Bureau of Recla- 
a should make transmission capacity available on a guaranteed 

asis 

The East River Electric Power Cooperative is already facing a 
shortage of power by the year of 1958 until such time as Oahe and 
Big Bend can start producing energy. The cooperatives do not 
want to go into debt for generation at this time because they recognize 
that hydro power could be made available to them if the Bureau of 
Reclamation made maximum use of their facilities. 

The Rural Electrification Administration is now in the process 
of making a loan for a steam generating plant to be built on our 
system. 

I was just over at the REA the day before yesterday, and they 
went through their studies and found out that because of the policies 
of the Bureau of Reclamation, and the unknown factors that we 
have in it, they thought it would be better to give us a loan for diesel 
generation; and diesel generation, Senators, is nothing more or less 
than peaking, and that is what hydro power is usually considered. 
There we are going into the thing that we should not go into. 

When we are short of water, we should be using base-load plants, 
and we should have the right to base-load our plants so that they 
become feasible to REA, so that they can make loans, so that we 
can build plants. 

The question came up a while ago about our building steam plants. 
Certainly we would like to, but we cannot, when we have to operate 
them at a normal load factor, and not be able to use their peaking 
facilities. 

With just a little cooperation from the Bureau of Reclamation and 
better management of the water, this expenditure could be: avoided. 

In summary, I should like to make the following recommendations: 

I. Abide by the Flood Control Act of 1944. 

(a) Recognize the following priority of uses of water : 

1. Domestic and municipal consumption and pollution control. 

2. Irrigation and industrial consumption. 

3. Hydroelectric power. 

4, Wildlife and recreation. 

5. Navigation. 

II. Centralize the management of the Missouri River Basin projects 
under one Federal agency. 

ITI. Build and/or lease thermal generation to provide maximum 
revenue to the Government and maximum low-cost power to the people. 

IV. Assume a utility responsibility. 

V. Recognize that the Federal transmission capacity beyond that 
needed by the Federal Government can benefit the Nation’s economy. 
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VI. Congress should establish the policy of allocating costs of the 
multipurpose dams recognizing the incremental method of allocation. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

Senator Murray. Thank you very much, Mr. Hanlon. 

Your very exhaustive statement contains a lot of information and 
facts that are of value. 

. Mr. Hanlon, I would like to ask you if you consider that it would 
be helpful if Congress would create a Power Administrator, as they 
have at the Tennessee Valley and Bonneville Authority ? 

Mr. Hanon. Senator, as far as I am concerned, and I do not care 
if it is my business or the business of anyone else, you have to have 
central Government management. You cannot have 17 Government 
agencies controlling 1 river. As far as I am concerned, I would say 
yes, we have to have central Government control of some type. 

Senator Murray. I noticed your comment about your having to go 
to Billings, and Billings referring you to Denver, and Denver re- 
ferring you to Washington, and that it takes a lot of time and trouble 
to get any understanding of the problems. 

It does seem to me that that should have been done in the first place, 
years ago, that we should have had some kind of authority. But 
they do not like that word “authority,” for some reason or other. 

When I filed a bill calling for a Missouri Valley Authority, there 
was a terrible uproar. The Bureau got in with the Army Corps and 
consolidated their programs—they did not consolidate them, but: they 
just slapped them together—and called it the Pick-Sloan plan. 

That was not a plan at all, it was a mere prospectus. It did not 
undertake anything. 

It seems to me that the great mistake that has been made has been 
the fact that we did not, in the first place, develop a program that 
would be effective and efficient with unified administration. 

Thank you very much for your statement, Mr. Hanlon. 

Mr. Hanton. Mr. Chairman, we hired Wise and Potamkin as at- 
torneys for us, to give us an opinion on what the O’Mahoney-Millikin 
amendment means, as to industrial uses of water which bears on some 
of the discussion this morning. 

I have copies of that opinion, which are available. 

We also have our attorney, Mr. William C. Wise, with us. I would 
like to have the attorney, Mr. Wise, briefly tell you about this opirion, 
and we would also like to have it placed into the record. 

Senator Murray. I believe we will be able to do that. 

(The document referred to follows :) 

WIsE & PoTAMKIN, 
Washington, D. C., April 22, 1957. 


Bast RIVER ELECTRIC POWER COOPERATIVE, INC., 
Madison, S. Dak. 


GENTLEMEN: You have requested an opinion on the following question: 

_ “TIs.the use of water for the generation of electric power and energy in the 
Missouri River Basin entitled to preference over the use of the water for 
navigation?” . 

It is our opinion that the use of water for power generation in the Missouri 
River Basin is definitely given preference over the use of that water for naviga- 
tion by the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment to the Flood Control Act of 1944, 
and the water is to be used for navigation only to the extent that such use does 
not conflict with the use of the water for power generation. 
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DISCUSSION 


Section 1 (b) of the Flood Control Act of 1944 (the O’Mahoney-Millikin amend- 
ment) provides: “The use for navigation, in connection with the operation and 
maintenance of such works herein authorized for construction, of waters arising 
in States lying wholly or partly west of the 98th meridian shall be only such use 
as does not conflict with any beneficial consumptive use, present or future, in 
States lying wholly or partly west of the 98th meridian, of such waters for 
domestic, municipal, stock water, irrigation, mining or industrial purposes.” 
[Emphasis supplied. ] 

The word “industrial,” in its broad connotation, applies to all forms of eco- 
nomic activity. In its more limited meaning, it applies to “the productive occu- 
pations as distinguished from finance and commerce” (the Winston Dictionary, 
college edition, 1942). Therefore, whether it is used in its broad meaning or in a 
restrictive sense, it definitely pertains to and includes the business of generating 
electricity. 

In fact, this is so clearly the case that it is difficult to find authoritative rulings 
or statements on the subject, because it is a point that is taken for granted. 
Thus it is that we refer to the “electric power industry.” No one bothers to 
cite authorities for this designation because it is a designation that has been 
eonsistently used and accepted. 

Diligent search has uncovered only one court decision dealing with the precise 

point of whether the words “industrial purposes” include in their meaning the 
generation of electric power and energy, and both the decision of the court and 
the manner in which the court handled the question confirm what has been 
set forth above. The case of First Iowa Hydro-Electric Coop. v. FPC (151 F. 
2d 20 (C. C. A., D. C.), involved an appeal, by an applicant for a license to 
construct hydroelectric generating facilities on the Mississippi River adjoining 
Iowa, from a denial of the application by the Federal.Power Commission. The 
applicant had failed to get a permit from the State of Iowa as required by the 
Iowa laws. The Federal Power Commission had ruled, among other things, 
‘that the applicant had to comply with State laws and, therefore, had to get 
the Iowa permit. On appeal to the United States Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia, the applicant pointed out that the Iowa statute prohibits 
the construction of dams for industrial purposes in navigable streams without a 
permit. The applicant then argued that the construction and operation of a 
dam for the generation of electricity was not an industrial purpose. The court 
summarily rejected this contention and held that the generation of electricity 
did constitute an industrial purpose. The headnotes of the case state: “The Iowa 
statute prohibiting the construction of a dam in any navigable stream for the 
diversion of any water therefrom for industrial purposes prohibits the diversion 
of water for power purposes.” 

The court did not cite any authority for this rtling. This, we submit, was 
because the point is so obvious that it was not felt necessary to cite any authority. 
’ Also, when the answer to a point is obvious there is rarely any litigation over 
it, and, therefore, there are few, if any, court decisions on it. 

Thus it is that, in our research, the above case was the only one found dealing 
specifically with ‘the exact question here involved. Wherever else the point was 
involved, it was merely assumed that the generation of hydroelectric energy 
is an industrial use. ~ 

For example, in an article entitled “Use of Public Water for Industrial Pur- 
poses, etc.,” appearing in 65 South African Law Journal 14, the author (C. O. 
Ehrlich) discusses thoroughly the types of industries which should be entitled 
to use public water and he lists hydro generation as one of those industries. 
He did not even discuss the question whether the use of water for industrial 
purpose included its use for power generation. He assumed that. He merely 
discussed the fact that the use of water for power generation was for the type 
of industrial use that should be entitled to use public water. 

Although there is a scarcity of decisions on the meaning of “industrial,” there 
is an abundance of authority on a related word, namely, “manufacturing.” The 
problem of the interpretation of the word “manufacturing” as it relates to the 
generation of electric power arises most frequently under incorporation statutes 
and tax statutes. There are many cases holding that electric-power generation 
is a form of manufacturing. Before considering those cases, however, it is 
important to note that the word “industrial” has a broader meaning than the 
word “manufacturing.” In other words, “industrial” includes “manufacturing” 
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and other forms of business activity as well. “The phrase ‘industrial pursuit,’ 
as used in a statute authorizing the formation of corporations for such purpose, 
is broader and more comprehensive than ‘trading’ or ‘manufacturing.’ It in- 
cludes both and something more” (Fletcher, Cyclopedia of the Law of Private 
Corporations, vol. 1, sec. 10, p. 38). 

In the case of Kentucky Hlectric Company v. Buechel (146 Ky. 660, 143 S. W. 
58, 60), the court, referring to the generation of electric power, said: “It is 
merely the changing of energy from one form to another, but these units of 
energy, after they have been so transformed, are so changed that we think 
they may properly be termed ‘manufactured.’ They could certainly not. be 
recognized, and when their form is so changed that they can no longer be 
recognized, to the average mind they are manufactured into a new product.” 

In the case of In re Charles Town Light and Power Company (183 F. 160, 
affd. 184 F. 986), it was held that electricity generated for the purpose of fur- 
nishing light, heat, and power is a product of “manufacture.” 

In the case of Edison United Manufacturing Company v. Farmington Electrie 
Light and Power Company (82 Me. 464, 19 Atlantic 859), in comparing a gas 
company and an electric company, the court said (p. 860) : “Each manufactures 
its power.” [Emphasis supplied. ] 

In the case of Utah Power and Light Company vy. Pfost (286 U. S. 165), the 
United States Supreme Court held that the process of generating electricity 
is a manufacturing process. 

Other cases holding that the generation of electric power and energy is manu- 
facturing are: 


Bates Machine Co. v. Trenton & N. B. R. Co. (70 N. J. L. 684, 58A 935) : 

Chicago M. St. P. &d P. R. Co. vy. Custer County (96 Mont. 566, 32 P. 2d 8) 

Duke Power Co. vy. Bell (156 8S. C. 299, 152 S. E. 865) . 

Columbia Ry. Gas & Electric Co. v. Query, et al. (134 8S. C. 319, 182 S. E. 611) 

Empire Water & Power Co. v. Cascade Town Co. (204 F. 123) 

Boston & M. R. R. Co. v. Town of Billerica (262 Mass. 439, 160 N. S. 419) 

Vancedor Inv. Co. v. Highland Canal & Power Co. (125 Minn. 20, 145 N. W. 611) 

Zamani v. Otter Tail Power Co. (182 Minn. 355, 234 N. -W. 457) 

Hetherington v. Camp Bird Mining, Leasing & Power Co. (70 Colo. 531, 202 P. 
1087) 

State, ex rel Spillman y. Interstate Power Co. (118 Neb. 756, 226 N. W. 427) 


Since the word “industrial” includes in its meaning the word “manufactur- 
ing,” and since the law is clear ‘that the word “manufacturing” includes the 
generation of electric power and energy, it necessarily follows that the word 
“industrial” also includes the generation of electric power and energy. It 
also follows, therefore, that the preferential use of waters for industrial 
purposes as against navigation purposes, as specifically provided in the 
O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment, includes.a preference for the use of the waters 
for the generation of electric power and energy. 

We have thus far herein dealt with the problem solely on the basis of the 
Meaning of words “industrial purposes.” Having established that the genera- 
tion of electric power is an “industrial purpose,” the only possible remaining 
question is on the meaning and applicability of the words “beneficial consump- 
tive use,” as used in the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment. That the use of 
water for the generation of electric power and energy is a “beneficial” use 
is too obvious to require any discussion. We might merely note that perhaps 
the most recent recognition of this fact on the floor of the Senate was during 
the consideration by the Senate of the River and Harbor and Flood Control 
Act of 1957, when Senator Watkins observed “* * * the use of water for power 
has long been recognized as a beneficial use of water” (p. 4121, Congressional 
Record, Thursday, Mar. 28, 1957, vol. 103, No. 54). 

Actually, this statement of Senator Watkins followed his submission of a 
number of statutes, including that part of the Flood Control Act of 1944 which 
contains section 1 (b). It can, therefore, be properly assumed that Senator 
Watkins was referring to the type of beneficial use referred to in section 1 (b), 
and that means a beneficial consumptive use. However, it is not necessary to 
rely upon this statement for that purpose. In the first place, the storage of water 
for hydroelectric generation leads to the evaporation—the consumption—of water, 
and there is no doubt that it is, therefore, a consumptive use. For example, in 
testimony by Harry W. Bashore, then Commissioner of Reclamation, on April 18, 
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1945, before a subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Commerce, during hear- 
ings on 8. 555, 79th Congress, Ist session (p. 1730 of hearings), we find: 

“T might point out in that connection that these reservoirs introduce an element 
of consumptive use in the waters of the streams, expose the surface to ev apora- 
tion, and consume quite a bit of water.” . 

Also, in the hearings on the Water Rights Settlement Act (S. 863), before a 
subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 84th 
Congress, 2d session, March 20, 1956, at page 89, we find the following discussion 
(the witness, Mr. Grimes, was chief engineer and executive officer, South Dakota 
Water Resources Commission) : 

“Mr. Grimes. That is correct. Power being referred to as a nonconsumptive 
use, as far as the lower people are concerned, it is questionable. It is a con- 
sumptive use. 

“Senator WATKINS. It certainly is a consumptive use. | 

“Senator Barrett. It is a consumptive use because of evaporation that occurs 
in the dam storage, is it not? 

“Mr. Grimes. That is a factor. 

“Senator Barrett. And it is a considerable factor in a good many cases, is it 
not, Mr. Grimes? 

“Mr. Grimes. Yes; the evaporation rate; whenever you increase the surface 
area, of course, you increase the evaporation rate. 

“Senator Barrett. It depends on the area where it is located, but in some cases 
it is a considerable factor and amounts to a distinct consumptive use; is that not 
right? 

“Mr. Grimes. That is a consumptive use, that evaporation. It is lost to use in 
any other area.” 

There is no doubt, therefore, that the storage of water and its subsequent use 
for the hydroelectric generation is a “beneficial consumptive use.” Furthermore, 
the “consumptive use” part of the requirement is not the controlling factor in 
determining which purpose has preference. Any use of the water for the pur- 
poses mentioned, whether consumptive or nonconsumptive, has preference over 
the use for navigation. The word “consumptive” is used only descriptively, and 
not as a word of limitation. 

The preferential uses set forth in section 1 (b) have alwa ays been referred to as 
“beneficial consumptive” uses, because normally they are “consumptive” uses. 
It cannot be argued, however, that the use must be consumptive to have priority. 
It is the nature of the use that entitles it to priority and not the fact that the 
use consumes or does not consume water. For example, if in this age of scientific 
miracles an irrigation process was developed whereby the water diverted from 
a stream for irrigation purposes was returned to the stream, it certainly could 
not be argued that the use for irrigation was no longer a preferred use because 
it did not consume the water. Irrigation is a use preferred over navigation 
because it is considered a more important use of the water than navigation and 
not because it is a consumptive use. And irrigation would retain this preference 
over navigation even if by a new process the irrigation use did not consume the 
water. 

In other words, the word “consumptive” as used in 1 (b) is meant to describe 
irrigation and the other uses enumerated and not to limit the preference rights of 
those uses. It is exactly as though 1 (b) had read: “The use of the water for 
irrigation (etc.) which is a beneficial consumptive use, is entitled to preference 
over the use of the water for navigation.” Section 1 (b) must further be inter- 
preted as meaning that these named uses have preference over the use for navi- 
gation even though, or despite the fact that, they are consumptive uses—and, 
certainly, if in any instance those uses should not be consumptive, they would, 
a fortiori, be entitled to preference. 

In the case of the use of water for power generation, only when there is storage 
is there any necessity to consider which use has preference as between power 
generation and navigation. And when there is storage for generation, the use 
is consumptive. Where the generating plant is only a flow of the river type of 
plant, without storage, there is no consumptive use, but at the same time there 
is no possibility of conflict because there is no interference with the natural flow 
of the stream. Thus, the question with respect to power generation becomes 
merely academic: The possibility of conflict, and the necessity to determine pref- 
erences between the two uses, exists only when there is storage; and when there 
is storage we have a consumptive use. 
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However, even if it were possible to have a situation where there is conflict 
between the use of the water for generation and the use of the water for navi- 
gation, without there being any storage of the water for generation, the use for 
generation still would be entitled to preference, just as in a simiar hypothetical 
case the use of the water for irrigation would be entitled to preference even 
though it were not a consumptive use for irrigation. Obviously, where Congress 
says that one type of use is to have preference over another type of use even 
when the preferential use consumes part of the water, certainly Congress must 

_ intend that the preferential use of the water be recognized as such when it does 
not consume any of the water. 

The foregoing discussion has been solely on the basis of the meaning of section 
1 (b) of the Flood Control Act of 1944. To complete the analysis, it is necessary 
to consider the preamble of the act, which sets forth the intent of the Congress. 
The applicable part of the preamble reads: 

“* * * it is hereby declared to be the policy of the Congress * * * to limit the 
authorization and construction of navigation works to those in which a sub- 
stantial benefit to navigation will be realized therefrom and which can be operated 
consistently with appropriate and economic use of the waters of such rivers by 
other users.” [Emphasis supplied. ] 

The language of section 1 (b) is clear and unambiguous and needs no inter- 
pretive help from the preamble. However, if there had been any ambiguity 
or uncertainty, the preamble would remove it. The preamble clearly shows that 
navigation is to be served only to the extent that the use for navigation is 
“consistent with appropriate and economic use of the waters of such rivers by 
other users.” Obviously, to the extent that use of the water for navigation is 
not consistent with the use of the water for power generation, the use for power 
generation must prevail. 

CONCLUSION 


It is, therefore, our definite opinion that the use of water for power generation 
is an industrial use entitled to preference under section 1 (b) of the Flood 
Control Act of 1944 (O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment) and that the water is to 
be used for navigation only to the extent cet it does not conflict with the use 
of the water for power generation. 

Very truly yours, 
WIsE & POTAMKIN, 
By LAWRENCE POTAMKIN. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, bearing in mind what you have said 
about foregoing argumentative items, I would like to ask a couple 
of direct questions. 

Senator Murray. All right. 

Senator Casz. Mr. Hanlon, do you have a shortage of power at 
Fast River at the present time? 

Mr. Hanton. No, Senator. 

Senator Casr. When do you anticipate you will have a shortage? 

Mr. Hanon. In 1958. 

Senator Casr. Would that shortage be part of this 116 megawatts 
deficiency indicated by Mr. Aandahl? 

Mr. Hanton. No, it isnot. We are considering that they are going 
to have that. With that 116,000 kilowatts of deficiency, we are un- 
doubtedly running into a power shortage now. We do not know 
exactly. The Bureau of Reclamation has not fulfilled its obligations 
to some of the preference customers in Iowa, and there are still some 
waiting in South Dakota and North Dakota. 

Should they make all the commitments that they have under con- 
tract for 1958, the 116,000 is beyond what I have talked about. 

. Senator Casz. Have any of the power producers in the area offered 
you any additional power, or is there any additional generating power 
in the area ? ? 
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Mr. Hanton. The Northern States Power Co., Granite Falls 

Minn., would put power into the grid system that we could take off 

their system, yes. It would average about 12.62 mills. We can 

build generation, of course, cheaper than we can buy that type of 
wer. 

Senator Casr. Have you made any estimate as to how long that 
shar teas would continue before the power from the Oahe Dam comes 
in 

Mr. Hanton. Oahe, if it is on schedule in 1962, and if it is allocated 
again as firm power, and I think probably the Bureau of Reclamation 
will be a little reluctant to sell more firm power from the experience 
they are having right now,-and possibly have to go to peaking 
capacity, selling peaking capacity, it is pretty hard for us to know 
if Oahe will be giving us any powerornot. — 

We would like to know that answer. 

Senator Casg. Are you paying over 12 mills for power that you 
get now, over and beyond what the Bureau gives you? 

Mr. Hanton. We are buying all Bureau power at the present time. 

Senator Case. You are buying all Bureau power? 

Mr. Hanton. At the present time, yes. 

‘ — Casr. Have you bought Northern States power on occa- 
sion 

Mr. Hanton. Yes. When we first started our system, and there 
was a shortage of power in South Dakota, we did. 

Senator Case. Do you remember what that averaged you in cost? 

Mr. Hanton. We were taking a 30,000-kilowatt load, and we got 
the power down to around 9 or 10 mills. 

Senator Case. Would it be possible for you to get that power again 
at that rate? 

Mr. Hanton. They would have the same rate, Senator, but because 
the demand would be less, we would be in a higher rate bracket. It 
is actually the same rate as they gave us then. At that time we were 
using 35,000 kilowatts from them. At this time we will only be short 
from five to sixteen thousand, depending on when Oahe will come in. 

Senator Cass. So there is a lesser load than your total at that time, 
and the rate would be higher ? 

Mr. Hanton. That is right. 

Senator Casr. That isall, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Murray. Thank you, 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Chairman, the witness who would normally, 
by this schedule, follow Mr. Hanlon is Mr. Harry Trustin, of Omaha. 

e is supposed to catch a plane at 5: 30. 

I am wondering, Mr. Hanlon, if you would mind your witness 
deferring until Mr. Trustin gave his testimony. 

Mr. Hanton. I assume that would be all right. 

Senator Hruska. That is, too, if it is agreeable to the Chaiiman. 

It would be a courtesy that I would appreciate very much, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Murray. Very well. 
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STATEMENT OF HARRY TRUSTIN, APPEARING ON BEHALF OF 
THE OMAHA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, OMAHA, NEBR. 


Mr. Trustin. I am Harry Trustin, and I represent the chamber 
of commerce in the city of Omaha. ZMEBs 

I appreciate your courtesy of allowing me to read this statement, 
which will be, certainly, short amet to some of the other state- 
ments. 

Senator Hruska. I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, that Mr. 
Trustin is no stranger to this committee or to congressional commit- 
tees. He is a man who has served for a long time on the City Com- 
mission of Omaha. He was in charge of the public works department 
there at one time. He has lived for many years with the problems 
of the Missouri River. He is a very valued and respected citizen in 
our city. 

Senator Casr.’ Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that it has been 
my privilege to know Mr. Trustin over a period of years, and I have 
found him to bea very constructive and helpful witness. 

Mr. Trustrn. Thank you, gentlemen. 

. In the fall of 1943, I first came to Washington to urge the author- 
ization of the Corps of Engineers report, which became known as the 
Pick plan for the Missouri River Basin. I was city engineer for 
the city of Omaha at that time. 

In the spring of that year, side by side with Col. Lewis Pick, 
we fought the 200,000 second-foot flood on the Missouri on a rampage 
which destroyed farms and inundated industrial and residential areas 
of Omaha. We also watclied 8 feet of water cover our municipal 
airport. The damage ran in excess of 70 millions of dollars. 

For 11 days and nights we watched the river rise to then unprece- 
dented heights. We matched the rise with dikes foot by foot, with 
manpower and all equipment and material in the area, but at the 
crest of the flood, the locally built dikes gave way. This was not the 
first flood with great destruction. 

After hearings, which are on record, the O’Mahoney-Millikin 
amendment was incorporated into the Flood Control Act, the work 
started. 

From that time, 1944 to 1957, this work has continued until now. 
Dam structures are closed, and the flooding of the Missouri is a 
thing of the past to Kansas City, though the works are not entirely 
completed. 

From that time, 1944 to 1957, the people in this basin have been 
appearing here in Washington to testify that the works are being 
completed as per plans and specifications; and this has been a solid 
front. The group under the leadership of the Mississippi Valley 
Association has acted as one man “all for one and one for all” for the 
Pick-Sloan plan. 

Had not this work continued from 1944 to 1952, I cannot guess 
what would have happened to us when the river in the Spring of 
1952 rose again to the greatest peak recorded—400,000 second feet. 
But, thanks to the Pick-Sloan plan, our dikes constructed at Omaha 
and the around-the-clock work of about 25,000 people from the Omaha 

and Council Bluffs area, we were able to keep the river in its channel 
at Omaha. 


Fe SO ATEN TE © IST OSE IE OTR ST 
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‘A project so large as the Pick-Sloan plan would naturally attract 
some who would like to take control of some part or all of the project. 
We have had the Friends of the Authority Idea, which would place 
this great project under the power of a few. 

This has happened more than once, and they have been turned back 
by the solid front of the people of the entire basin, represented by 
these men who are here today again—as they have been appearing 
year after year—at. great cost of time and money, to see that the 
coordinating committee on the main stem reservoir control—made 
up of State engineers of the basin States; namely Montana, North 
Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, Iowa, Kansas, and Missouri—and 
the governmental agencies—consisting of Department of the Interior, 
Corps of Engineers, Public Health Service, Federal Power Commis- 
sion, Department of Commmerce, Department of Labor, Department 
of Agriculture—continue to direct the operation of the main stem 
Missouri River Dams according to the law as authorized by the 
Congress. 

Certainly it is possible that after the plan is complete and operating, 
changes may be necessary to reap 100 percent results in the authorized 
phases of the plan; and when that time comes, the people of the basin 
represented by the Inter-Agency Basin Committee—which includes 
the governors of the basin States—will applaud these actions. 

I have faith that no one will “change horses in the middle of the 
stream.” I am sure that the data which is the history of the river, 
the flood and the drought periods, the average water by acre-feet, the 
irrigation by acres, the kilowatts of power, the wildlife and the water 
necessary for domestic and industrial use, navigation and, most im- 
portant, the storage in the dams necessary for flood control, will 
continue to guide the Corps of Engineers in completion and operation 
of the project. 

The plans were built only after research and engineering expertly 
studied by the greatest engineering minds, both military and civilian, 
under the leadership of Lt. Gen. Lewis Pick, deceased, and Glen Sloan 
of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

__ Those of you who know the Pick-Sloan plan remember that Glen 

Sloan of the Reclamation Bureau, and irrigation interests, wanted the 
water which fell in areas in the basin west of the 98th meridian for 
domestic, municipal, stock water, irrigation, mining or industrial pur- 
pose ; and this concept was agreed to by all. 

Why would anyone cause dissension in the basin over anything at 
this time when the project is only one-half completed? The men 
and agencies who developed this Missouri Basin program were in 
agreement that the fundamental purpose was to stop destructive floods 
and store up every possible gallon of water for multiple-purpose 
use by the people. If selfish groups are permitted to change this 
concept, the whole program will be endangered. 

I have faith that the Congress will see the work, costing the tax- 
payers billions of dollars, completed according to plan and operated 
according to plan set up for that purpose. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee. 

Senator Murray. Thank you very much for your statement. 

Mr. Trustin. Thank you. I appreciate your allowing me to give 
this statement. 
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Senator Murray. Mr. Hanlon, you have an attorney that wishes 
to make an analysis. Could we hold that aside until we hear from 
these other witnesses who wish to get away ? 

Mr. Hanton. That will be fine. 

Sentor Murray. Very well. - 
The next witness will be Mr. Robert B. Hipple, of Pierre, S. Dak. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT B. HIPPLE, PUBLISHER, DAILY CAPITAL 
JOURNAL, PIERRE, S. DAK. 


Mr. Hiprtz. My name is Robert B. Hipple. I live at Pierre, S. 
Dak., where I am publisher of the Daily Capital Journal. I ama 
member of the Missouri River State Committee from South Dakota 
of the Mississippi Valley Association, and one of the nine men on the 
executive committee of that association. 

My apperance is at the request of the directors of the Pierre Cham- 
ber of Commerce, and at the request of the directors of the Mississippi 
Valley Association from the Missouri River Division, who met in 
Omaha, Nebr., on April 26, 1957. 

The basis for my statement will be found in two passages from the 
hearings conducted by a subcommittee of the Senate Committee on 
Commerce of the 78th Congress on House Resolution 4485, which sub- 
sequently became the Flood Control Act of 1944. 

First of these is an observation made by then Representative, now 
Senator, Francis Case of South Dakota, during the course of a dis- 
cussion with Senator Millikin of Colorado, regarding appropriate 
language to define congressional policy with respect to use of Missouri 
River water. 

The passage will be found at pages 600 of those hearings, with Con- 
gressman Case observing: 

Personally, I feel that our people at home do not quite understand what these 
declarations of policy are. 

There is no question whatever in my mind that that feeling by 
Mr. Case was amply justified then; and, for my own part, I entertain 
the same feeling today. 

The concurrent ietntitnd adopted by the South Dakota Legislature 
last February recites that— 

There seems some reasonable doubt that the Missouri Basin’s water is being 
managed in such a way as to provide the optimum benefit to the people of south 
Dakota. 

If I may paraphrase the observation that Mr. Case made 13 years 
ago, I have the feeling—and I suspect that Senator Case holds the 
‘same feeling—that the members of the South Dakota Legislature had 
very little knowledge about the manner of management of Missouri 
Basin at the time they adopted the resolution. . 

To phrase it more bluntly, speaking from a long personal experience 
with South Dakota Legislature: and personal acquaintance with a 
gress many legislators, | am sure that most of the men who voted in 

avor of that resolution did so merely as a matter of form and without 
reflecting upon the burden they were asking this committee to assume, 
or upon witnesses, who might be asked to appear. 

As a result, even though the legislature did say that there seemed 
to be some reasonable doubt, I am here today claiming to have con- 
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siderable personal knowledge about the facts, and saying that there is 
no reason whatever to doubt that South Dakotans are benefiting 
tremendously from the manner of management of Missouri River 
water. 

The second reference to the 1944 hearings which I consider perti- 
nent to the subject matter of this inquiry, and which establishes the 
position I consider to be correct, will be found on page 476 and 477. 

Former Governor M. Q. Sharpe, of South Dakota, and Senator 
Millikin, both highly competent attorneys and both fully informed on 
water law and on the importance of water to the people of their 
States, were engaged in a discussion of the constitutional position of 
the use of Missouri River water and of the proper policy that the 
Congress should adopt toward the use of that water. Both of those 
men recognized that electric power was an incidental benefit, and not 
a consumptive use, and as a result power occurred only incidentally in 
their discussion. They were seeking to establish the relative position 
of users of water for irrigation purposes, and users of water for navi- 
gation purposes. 

The passage I cite opens with a question by Senator Millikin: 

Now, Governor, keeping in mind that under the Constitution the Government 
could, if it would, make any drafts on irrigation water that it might consider 
to be necessary to maintain navigation levels, suppose that you were the head of 


the Bureau of Reclamation. How could you plan a future program in the 
face of a threat that something of that kind might be done? 


Governor Sharpe answered: 


The answer to that is right in the Constitution. This particular Congress 
that is now going to act cannot vest any rights in irrigation even if it wants to; 
and there isn’t any reason why irrigation cannot take a chance on its develop- 
ment along with navigation or flood control or power development or the other 
interests. They have all got to be willing to trust the good judgment of this 
Congress and future Congresses. Each Congress has this control and you cannot 
dispense with it. Under the Federal Constitution it is simply there. 

Senator MILLIKIN. In other words, the Congress has the power to establish the 
policy, and you say that it should be so? 

Governor SuHarpe. That is right. j 

Senator MILLIKIN. We are in complete agreement on that. 


Again, if I may bring the situation up to date, I am convineed 
that the great majority of the people of South Dakota, and of the 
e 99 of the Missouri Basin generally, accept the conclusions reached 
2 overnor Sharpe and Senator Millikin. I know that I certainly 
0. 


Now what happened as a result of the tremendous and patient effort 
made by such men as Governor Sharpe, Congressman Case, Senator 
Millikin, Senator O’Mahoney, of Wyoming, and Senator Overton, 
of Louisiana, to arrive at a statement of policy that would be accept- 
able to the people of the Nation, and to the people of the basin, and 
to the people of South Dakota ? 

That statement of policy was reached in the language commonly 
referred to as the Millikin-O’Mahoney amendment to the Flood 
Control Act of 1944. 

That statement unblocked the road to adoption of the act. It un- 
blocked the road to construction of the required works. That 
construction has gone forward for 11 years. 

A measure of control was achieved in 1954 and the matter of 
management of a coordinated system came into practice under the 
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oe supervision of an operating policy committee on which 7 
ederal agencies and 7 States are represented. That committee has 
functioned through three operating seasons and met at Omaha on April 
25 ’ this year to review the operating program for the water year of 
1957. 

I hope that this committee already has a summary of those oper- 
ations of 1954, 1955, and 1956 in the record. If it does not, I recom- 
mend that it request the operating control center at Omaha to supply 
such a summary. The summary will disclose that, despite the in- 
complete status of such important control structures as Oahe and 
other large reservoirs, substantial flood-control capacity came into 
existence, large quantities of electrical energy were generated, and 
that, even though it was necessary to curtail the length of navigation 
seasons, and the seasons were in fact curtailed, it was possible to 
maintain channel depths to a sustained level, and that this in fact 
brought commercial navigation in to being as an accomplished fact 
on the lower Missouri River after a lapse of several decades. 

There is one more thought which I recommend to the attention 
of this committee. This is the proposition that the people of South 
Dakota are not merely entitled to a share in hydroelectric energy 
as the total measure of their benefit from the Missouri Basin con- 
struction program, or the use of the regulated floodwaters of the 
Missouri River; we have a large and real need for protection from 
flood damage, and we will not achieve that benefit until the Oahe Dam 
is completed and the Oahe Reservoir comes into operation. 

We have a large and real need for irrigation in our State; and again 
we cannot achieve that benefit until the necessary economic and engi- 
neering studies are completed for irrigation based on the use of water 
to be impounded in the Oahe Reservoir. 

We have a large and real need for the benefits of navigation in our 
State; and again we cannot achieve that benefit until downstream 
works are completed or until an adequate and reliable water supply is 
in storage in the Oahe Reservoir. 

As I see the situation, South Dakotans should and must have their 
proper share of all potential benefits; but they must share those bene- 
fits with all of the people of the Missouri River Basin and with the 
Nation at large. 

The full potential benefits cannot be realized until the entire con- 
struction program is complete; until all works are in operation; and 
an adequate water supply is in storage in all reservoirs. 

I am far more disturbed by the delay in completion of irrigation 
studies in South Dakota than I am by any argument over the relative 
position of hydroelectric energy. 

_I am more concerned about the relatively slow progress in comple- 
tion of the navigation channel to Sioux City than I am about the 
amount of water that has been released to sustain navigation below 
Kansas Gity. i 

Finally, I am convinced that studies of the economic importance of 
navigation above Sioux City should be brought up to date by the 
Corps of Engineers, and that planning for the authorized Big Bend 
Dam should include planning for locks as well as planning for the 
hydroelectric installations in connection with that dam. 
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We need hydroelectric power in the Missouri Basin—all we can get 
from the available water—but we must recognize that we must not ask 
this Congress or any other Congress to alter the basic premises upon 
which the Missouri Basin program was authorized and which dictated 
the engineering designs. We must go ahead and build the entire pro- 
gram as fast as possible and ask the good Lord to send us the rainfall 
upon which the successful operation of that program depends. 

If you will indulge me, Mr. Chairman, I would like to comment on 
some of the matters that have appeared since I prepared my testimony. 

Senator Murray. That will be very satisfactory. 

Mr. Hiepte. In the resolution they said that there seemed to be 
some reasonable doubt that the Missouri River Basin water is being 
managed in such a way as to provide the optimum benefit to the people 
of South Dakota. I agree with the gentleman from the State of 
Kansas that State legislatures are prone to throw burdens on congres- 
sional committees, and witnesses, which the legislatures themselves 
might very well take care of. 

I also think that the suggestion that was made here by the South 
Dakota water engineer, that these matters might very well be taken 
care of out in the basin itself, rather than being submitted to the 
Congress, is a suggestion that this committee might well follow. 

Before going to the next point, I would like to interject one more 
quotation from the hearings of the 1944 Committee on Commerce, 
which will be found on page 477, in which Governor Sharpe replied, 
in answer to a question from Senator Millikin: 

The fair thing to do for irrigation, navigation, and flood control is to put 
in this bill that there are no rights going to vest under construction or use 
purposes, and that is a warning to all of them in the future, that they are 
not going to set up vested rights, even if they do build docks and wharves in 
Kansas City, or an irrigation plant in North Dakota, that this is your warning 
that the Nation reserves its complete constitutional control over this, free 
from such claims. And if the law tells them that, then it is up to them to 
devise methods of planning and operation so that they will be safe if some 


Congress, as they say, might go haywire in the future and give it all to 
irrigation or all to navigation. : 


I do not apprehend that they will ever do it, but there is their chance to 
safeguard it, if the law warns them that they are not going to vest rights in 
anybody. 

That is exactly, Senator, what the Congress did. The Congress 
adopted a statement of policy. The Congress did not vest in anybody 
any rights in the waters of the Missouri River. That statement of 
policy was reached in the language commonly referred to as the 
O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment to the Flood Control Act of 1944, 
which has been repeatedly referred to today. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, as I understand, the engineers have already 
supplied you with information, but I would like to suggest that it 
would be very illuminating and helpful to your committee if you 
would ask the operating control center at Omaha to supply you with a 
summary of the operating reports that that center issues every month 
to the newspapers in the Missouri Basin, and which I receive every 
month as the editor of my newspaper. 

To summarize simply the report for March, that report illustrates 
the manner of management that is actually going on out there. 
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The Fort Peck Reservoir, during the month of March, gained in 
elevation 2 feet. It gained in storage, in water actually under control, 
230,000 acre-feet. 

In the Garrison Reservoir, they gained 3.2 feet in elevation. They 
gained 470,000 acre-feet in storage. 

In the Fort Randall Reservoir, they gained 10 feet in elevation, and 
10 feet is a lot of power in that pool. They gained 661,000 acre-feet 
in storage. 

At the small Gavins Point Reservoir, they gained a half-foot in ele- 
vation, and they gained 15,000 acre-feet in storage. 

Summarizing the total system operation, they gained, or they 
actually produced, a total of 154 million kilowatt-hours of electricity 
in that system at the same time that they were gaining water in every 
reservoir. . 

The total power generation at Fort Peck during the month was 
47 million kilowatt-hours, with water releases amounting to 450,000 
acre-feet. 

At Garrison, they put out 701,000 acre-feet, and the output was 
61 million kilowatt-hours. 

At Fort Randall, they released 341,000 acre-feet and generated 
27 million kilowatt-hours. 

At Gavins Point, they released 483,000 acre-feet, and they generated 
19 million kilowatt-hours. 

Every last gallon of that water went through power turbines. 
There was not any of it that was not used directly to generate power. 

There is one more thought which I recommend to the attention of 
this committee. This is the proposition that the people of South 
Dakota are not merely entitled to a share in hydroelectric energy as 
a total measure of their benefit from the Missouri Basin construction 
program, or the use of the regulated floodwaters of the Missouri 
River. 

We have a large and a real need, Senator Hruska, and everybody 
else, for protection from flood damage. I speak as one who stood 
up to my belt in mud when cleaning out from a flood. 

I wish Senator Chavez was here, because he came out.and saw it in 
—_ at the time we were shoveling out the mud from my printing 
plant. 

We will not achieve that benefit, and do not let anybody tell you 
that we will, until the Oahe Dam is completed and the Oahe Reservoir 
comes into operation. 

We have a large and real need for irrigation in our State. Again, 
we cannot achieve that benefit until the necessary economic and engi- 
neering. studies are completed for irrigation, based on the use of 
water to be impounded in the Oahe Reservoir. 

We have a large and real need for the benefits of navigation in our 
State; and, again, we cannot achieve that benefit until downstream 
works are completed, or until an adequate and reliable water supply 
is in storage in the Oahe Reservoir. 

I may say here that I am in complete sympathy with Senator Case 
when he says that our people out there in the State of South Dakota 
have to have some benefits to compensate us for the damage that we 
have sustained. 
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The only difference in our position is this: That I say that it is 
not—and frankly I think that he will join with me in saying it— 
it is not only hydroelectric power, but all the other benefits that can 
be derived from that construction, 

As I see the situation, South Dakotans should and must have their 
prorat share of all potential benefits; but they must share those 

nefits with all of the people of the Missouri River Basin, and with - 
the Nation at large. 

The full potential benefits cannot be. realized until the entire con- 
struction program is complete, until all works are in operation, and 
- an adequate water supply is in storage in all reservoirs. 

I am far more disturbed by the delay in completion of irrigation 
studies in South Dakota than I am by any argument over the relative 
position of hydroelectric energy. 1 am more concerned about the 
relatively slow progress in completion of the navigation channel to 
Sioux City than I am about the amount of water that has been re- 
leased to sustain navigation below Kansas City. 

Finally, I am convinced that studies of the economic importance of 
navigation above Sioux City should be brought up to date by the 
Corps of Engineers, and that planning for the authorized Big Bend 
Dam should include planning for locks, as well as planning for the 
hydroelectric installations in connection with that dam. 

We need hydroelectric power in the Missouri Basin, all we can 
get from the available water, but we must recognize that we must 
not ask this Congress, or any other Congress, to alter the basic premises 
upon which the Missouri Basin program was authorized, and which 
dictated the engineering designs. 

We must go ahead and build the entire program as fast as possible, 
and ask the good Lord to send us the rainfall upon which the success- 
ful operation of that program depends. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I think Mr. Hipple has made a very 
good statement. It illustrates that really what we need to do is to 
recognize that it is a multiple-purpose program. 

You have to view the problem as a whole. I think some of our 
problems do grow out of the fact that the work is just in the middle 
of the program, you might say. A lot of these questions will be 
answered when the storage is completed, and when we have had 
normal rainfall, with normal runoff, and can get normal operation 
from the dams. 


We have not had that up to this time. 
u 


Mr. Hieete. That is absolutely correct. 

I wish Senator Anderson was here to ask me what do we want 
Congress to do in South Dakota. 

Senator Case. I will ask you that question. 

Mr. Hiepte. What we want Congress to do is to build this program 
to completion as fast as possible, and to complete the planning studies 
that we need drastically out there, if we are to have irrigation which 
we consider as our part of the program. 

Senator Murray. What is delaying that now? 

Mr. Hirer. Senator, Mr. Hanlon, who was here before, was quarrel- 
ing with the Bureau of Reclamation on one point. There are a lot of 
us out there who feel that the Bureau of Reclamation has been 
dragging their feet. ; 
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On the other hand, the answer that they always come back with is 
this: We do not have the money to complete the studies. 
The fact is this, that we need irrigation out there in South Dakota. 


But, as of today, we do not know what lands can be irrigated, how. 


much it is going to cost, or where it is going to be. There is a certain 
amount of engineering work that has to be done before they will 
supply us with those answers. 

enator Hruska. Mr. Hipple, I read at page 4 of your statement: 


South Dakotans should and must have their proper share of all potential benefits. 


I might observe, first of all, that I am in full sympathy with that. 
I think you should have your proper share of benefits, and a lot of 
consideration, because, as Senator Case has so often said, you are 
furnishing the parking space for all that water which means so much 
to the people who live downstream. 

The question I would like to ask you is whether or not, in your 
judgment, the vesting of all these powers and all these responsibilities 
which are now exercised by this Missouri Basin Interagency Com- 
mittee, and its subcommittees, whether the vesting of those powers 
and responsibilities in a single Federal administrator or Federal board 
would enable you or assure you South Dakotans of getting and having 
the proper share of all these potential benefits on a more certain 
basis than we can look forward to under the present arrangement? 

Mr. Hiprte. Senator, like Mr. Trustin, who has been coming here 
since 1943, I have been coming here since 1944. My position has 
always been this: I would rather trust the Congress to establish a 
policy and to direct the subordinate agencies to carry that policy out. 

I would much prefer that to having the Congress assign its respon- 
sibilities to some other agencies over which, as a practical matter, i 
did not succeed in exercising too much control. 

As to whether or not South Dakota would get its benefits, I think 
we will get them. I still have confidence in the Congress, and I 
think we will get our benefits. 

I think we would also get them if there was a single agency. For 
my own choice, however, I would rather trust the Congress. 

Senator Murray. Does that conclude your testimony ? 

Mr. Hrerte. Yes, sir. 

Senator Murray. Thank you very much, sir. 

The next witness will be Mr. J. R. Smith, of Omaha, Nebr. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES R. SMITH, VICE PRESIDENT, MISSISSIPPI 
VALLEY ASSOCIATION, AND MANAGER, MISSOURI RIVER 
DIVISION 


Mr. Surrn. Mr. Chairman, before I make my presentation, may I 
ask your permission to file a couple of statements from gentlemen 
who are not here? 

I have a statement from the Chamber of Commerce of Metropolitan 
St. Louis, from Mr. L. Hoffman. He would like to have it filed. 
Senator Murray. It will be filed with the record. 
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(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT BY L. HOFFMAN OF THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF METROPOLITAN 
Sr. Lovis 


Droughts in Missouri, since 1952 and in neighboring States for a longer 
period, have made St. Louis residents and business, industrial and traffic execu- 
tives more keenly aware of the importance of water. 

Health officials have been kind in their praise for the effort on the part of 
industries and municipalities in cleaning up and neutralizing the waste returned 
- to our streams and rivers. Our chamber constantly urges these same concerns 
to move more rapidly in the direction of sanitation than the requirements of 
the laws. 

Minimum flows on the Missouri and Mississippi Rivers have confronted the 
St. Louis area with navigation and water supply problems. Special appeals 
were issued last fall and the response was quick to alleviate navigational 
problems. 

Local water supply companies are geared to remove the last drop of water 
from the Missouri and Mississippi Rivers. That is, they take the water from 
the bottom of the river and when water is there, they will take it. 

St. Louis has not been short on water for domestic consumption. We could 
accommodate an influx of population and industrial users many times our 
current population. 

During minimum flows, however, the problem of purification is multiplied, 
With this, we have been confronted. One residue suspected of being petroleum 
in nature, but still unidentified, has given the St. Louis County Water Co. and 
the St. Louis water division a great deal of trouble. Its source also remains 
unidentified but sanitary engineers are bent upon discovering its source this 
summer by checking various points on the Missouri River. 

Our appeal is to prevent minimum flows less than we have experienced in 
recent years on the Missouri River. 

From our observations and experience, in view of rainfall and snowfall con- 
ditions, laws on allocation of water and the administration of directives have 
been complied with in a fair and legal manner. 


Mr. Sarru. I also have a statement from the South Sioux City 
(Nebr.) Chamber of Commerce, and the City Council of South Sioux 
Cit Rh Nebr., which I would like to have inserted into the record. 

enator Murray. Very well. That may be inserted into the record, 
PM 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE SoutH Sroux Ciry (NEBR.) CHAMBER OF COMMERCE AND 
THE Crry CounciL or SoutH Sroux Ciry, NEBR. 


In northeast Nebraska more and more farmers are expanding their operation 
either by buying or leasing additional land which is gradually decreasing the 
number of tenant-:farmers and other farm laborers. The result of this con- 
tinuous shift of farm population to the towns and cities is a serious shortage of 
jobs which can only be relieved by additional industry. 

In this particular area we are at the head of river navigation on the Missouri 
River which everyone recognizes as one of the finest river valleys in the 
United States. We here have all watched the progress of the Army Engineers on 
the river, the gradual push upstream toward us of navigation and the reservoir 
system above us. We have seen the results that have been accomplished below 
us in handling grain, steel, fertilizer, sugar, feeds and many other products 
that must move into and out of our area. This movement by water makes us 
along the river natural locations for new industry which we sorely need to take 
eare of our people. 

Through the wisdom of the Army Engineers and the farsightedness of Con- 
gress we have seen this river changed from an unruly raging beast (that nearly 
took our city in 1952) to a tame useful domestic animal that can now work for us 
if we continue this project which now has only a relatively few miles to go to 
completion of the navigation aspects of the overall plan. : 











MISSOURI BASIN WATER PROBLEMS 129 


We note here with considerable alarm that some of the upstream interests 
are now recommending that upstream. water be retained in the reservoirs and 
be utilized primarily for power. These sentiments of course have their merits 
but we feel this river can work for the entire valley if our neighbors above will 
be patient and realize that we should share and share alike in the benefits of 
the river. In that connection we should all-remember that when this project 
was set up originally it was a two purpose plan—the storage of water and con- 
trol plus the navigation plan. Both are important. 

In other words we feel it would be foolish to build a fine house and then not 
put on the front steps or the door; likewise it would be foolish to have worked 
this project for hundreds of miles upstream from us and hundreds of miles 
below us and then stop right at the front door. 

Respectfully submitted. 

; ; Marion Lockwoop, 
President, Chamber of Commerce. 
Frep KLASEY, ; 
Mayor, South Sioug City, Nebr. 


Mr. Smiru. .My name is James R. Smith, and I am vice president 
of the Mississippi Valley Association and manager of the Missouri 
River division. The Mississippi Valley Association is vitally inter- 
ested in maintaining the integrity of the comprehensive Missouri 
Basin development program as authorized in the Flood Control Act 
of 1944, 

We have urged the completion of the comprehensive development 
program in the Missouri River Basin since its inception and the asso- 
ciation took an active part and appeared before the Public Works 
Committees of Congress during the time that the Flood Control Act 
of 1944 was being considered. 


I. PHILOSOPHY OF THE MISSISSIPPI VALLEY ASSOCIATION 


The basic philosophy of the association is multiple-purpose develop- 
ment of America’s river basins to the end that all needs of citizens 
are met to the fullest degree compatible with the availability of water. 

Very frankly, the association is distressed at the need for appear- 
ing at this hearing. We consider hearings on the allocation of 
Missouri River water to be premature at this time. We urge 
moderation. 

Because the Missouri Basin program is far from complete, and 
because we have had three relatively low water years, we believe that 
all citizens should share equitably, not only in the benefits available 
from partial operation of the incomplete reservoir system but also 
the disadvantages caused by temporary water shortages. When the 
program is complete there will be ample water and a high degree of 
compatibility among various water users. 

eanwhile, river water users must accept less than their full ulti- 
mate benefits as determined by the Reservoir Coordinating Com- 
mittee composed of representatives of the 7 basin States, and the 7 
interested Federal agencies. 

However, when it became apparent that the allocation of Missouri 
River water would be discussed at this time, it became equally appar- 
ent that all sides of the story should be told. That is why the asso- 
ciation is appearing today. 
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Il. BACKGROUND OF FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1944 


The comprehensive Missouri Basin program, popularly known as 
the Pick-Sloan plan, was authorized by Congress in the Flood Control 
Act of 1944, approved December 22, 1944. After extensive hearings, 
the so-called &!Mahone -Millikin amendment was incorporated into 
the flood control act. This committee is familiar with that amend- 
ment, so I will not quote it. 

A review of those hearings indicates that the subject of possible 
conflicting water uses was thoroughly aired, with upstream reclama- 
tion interests and downstream navigation interests adequately rep- 
resented. The subject of hydroelectric power was mentioned infre- 
quently and only incidentally. 

The pronaty concern of the upstream States was to prevent the 
jeopardy of future irrigation when such water might also be needed 
for navigation. The problem was ultimately settled by the adoption 
of the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment. 

Based upon the amendment as finally incorporated into the law, 
upstream and downstream citizens united to support and promote 
the entire comprehensive basin plan. That unity of purpose has been 
outstanding and has resulted in relatively rapid construction of most 
phases of the comprehensive program. 


Ill. PRESENT STATUS OF THE RESERVOIR SYSTEM 


The overall program is now about 55 percent complete. Four main- 
stem projects are now in operation. Only Oahe, the largest reservoir, 
and Big Bend Dam remain to be closed. Partial benefits from the 
main-stem reservoirs are already accruing, including flood control for 
river cities and most agricultural land on the flood plain. 

The present installed power capacity is 745,000 kilowatts, with an 
ultimate installed capacity of 1,780,000 kilowatts projected. 

.Power production has increased from 610 million kilowatts per 
hour-to 2,280 million kilowatts per hour in the past 4 years. 

Concurrently, urgent downstream water-supply and sanitation re- 
quirements have been made, streamflows have been stabilized for both 
industrial and municipal purposes; navigation needs have been met, 
but with curtailed seasons. 

Additionally, the reservoirs have provided substantial and growing 
recreational benefits. These benefits, admittedly partial, have accrued 
in spite of 3 low-water years which, unfortunately, occurred during 
the initial filling period for the main-stem reservoirs. 

Small gains in water storage have been accomplished, in spite of 
insufficient precipitation in the upper Great Plains. 


IV. PRESENT OPERATION OF THE RESERVOIR SYSTEM 


The Missouri Basin has been unique in that the original planning, 
construction, and now the operation of the reservoir system has in- 
volved the States in the basin to a greater degree than ever before in 
any regional river-basin project. This has been accomplished through 
several vehicles. 

Primary ones have been the Missouri Basin Interagency Committee, 
consisting of the 10 governors, plus the interested Federal agencies, 
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and the Missouri River States Committee, sere the 10 gover- 
nors and their appointed representatives. The MBIAC has met 
monthly, and the 94th meeting thereof is scheduled for May 1 in 
Lincoln, Nebr. ; 

Another factor has been the Missouri River Reservoir Coordinating 
Committee, consisting of representatives of the 7 States through which 
the river flows, plus the 7 interested Federal agencies. That committee 
has decided in advance the actual reservoir-control operation, based 
on all possible rainfall situations. 

Instructions from the coordinating committee are implemented by 
the reservoir-control center in Omaha, manned by the Corps of Engi- 
neers, which has the final legal responsibility for reservoir operation. 

It is significant that the Corps of Engineers makes no unilateral 
decision with regard to the reservoir operation. That committee, in- 
terpreting Public Law 534, the Flood Control Act of 1944, allocates 
water as follows: 

1. Adequate empty flood-control storage is provided. 

2. Irrigation and other upstream uses are allowed for. 

3. Downstream urban water supply and stream sanitation require- 

ments are met. 
. 4, The remaining available water is regulated in such a manner that 
the outflow from the lowermost reservoirs conforms to the require- 
ments of navigation with releases from individual reservoirs sched- 
uled so as to provide for the generation of maximum power consistent 
with the foregoing uses. . 

5. Minor variations are provided for recreation, fish and wildlife 
conservation and other subsidiary benefits. 


_ V. FUTURE OPERATIONS 


After Oahe is completed and filled, an additional 24 million acre- 
feet of storage will be available. Ultimate storage capacity of the 
reservoir system is over 75 million acre-feet. Downstream needs 
as measured at Sioux City, are 18,700,000 acre-feet. Average annual 
flow is 25 million acre-feet, providing a surplus of 6,300,000 acre-feet 
with normal water supply. With all- the reservoirs in operation, 
95 percent of the power potential of the reservoirs will be realized. 

he current adverse water situation is temporary. With completion 
of the dams and normal waterflows, the system will be able to pro- 
vide full service for all authorized functions, plus a surplus flow 
during normal years for replenishing the reservoir system during 
future low-water years. 

The main-stem reservoirs were designed with sufficient capacity 
and flexibility for all authorized functions—once they are all in opera- 
tion. Studies on water adequacy, made by the interagency committee 
and unanimously agreed to by that committee, support this contention. 

This includes irrigation and other purposes cited in the O’Mahoney- 
Millikin amendment as well as maximum hydroelectric power consist- 
ent with other water needs. The very flexibility of the system, allow- 
ing water releases to be recaptured in the lower reservoirs, provides 
for substantial winter peaking ability for electric power while at 
the same time reserving water for downstream summertime 
requirements. 
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Thus, there will be a great compatability among water needs, once 
the dams are completed and the reservoirs filled. 

We think it is important that the States are now actually partici- 
pating in the operation of these reservoirs. 

The States which have been imploring Congress to investigate this 
alleged misuse of water already had a vehicle in the coordinating 
committee and the Missouri Basin Interagency Committee, to which 
_ they could have, and to which they should have, gone. 

I was delighted when Mr. Grimes agreed that in the basin we are 
perfectly capable of handling our own problems, without bringin 
those problems out and having them discussed in a congressiona 
hearing, such as this. 


VI. JUSTIFICATION FOR PRESENT OPERATION 


The Flood Control Act of 1944 recognized that in the multiple- 
parpore development of the water of the Missouri Basin, all interests, 

th upstream and downstream, must be recognized. 

The compromises contained in the law were sound evidence that 
the basin States could get together on a mutually advantageous pro- 
gram, retaining their rights to an equitable share in the benefits of 
controlled water. ee a 

Since that time the construction phase of the program has pro- 
ceeded until the present time, when more and more emphasis can 
_ be placed upon the utilization phase of the river program. This utili- 
zation phase must necessarily involve both upstream and downstream 
citizens. It must also recognize the needs of all areas for water 
from the Missouri River. 

It has been the opinion of the Mississippi Valley Association and 
sound-thinking businessmen and farmers throughout the basin that 
equity and moderation should prevail; that until the main-stem 
reservoirs are completed and filled, citizens of the basin should share 
and share alike in both the benefits and the disadvantages presently 
available in the incomplete system. 

Basin residents from Bismarck to the mouth, interested in present 
and future water transportation into the great Missouri Valley, 
have a responsibility to protect that interest and to prevent a prema- 
ture decision on water allocation which would affect the availability 
of water for navigation. 

The importance of water transportation into the Missouri Basin 
cannot be overlooked. The upstream power interests have chosen 
to ignore the value of navigation to the entire basin and to the Nation. 
The present navigable stream now extends as far north as Omaha. 
It will reach Sioux City within the next few years. The riext seg- 
ment will reach Yankton, S. Dak. Navigation will ultimately be 
extended into the slackwater pools above the dams, as far north as 
Bismarck. 

No decision on water allocation should be formalized now which 
would jeopardize that development of water transportation into the 
upper Missouri Basin. 

The benefit of water transportation into a regional river valley like 
the Missouri can best be illustrated by citing the advantages now 
accruing along the rest of America’s inland waterways system. 
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Tremendous amounts of grain move to terminal markets via water 
at rates considerably lower than competing transportation modes. 

Steel, oil, fertilizer, molasses, and other heavy, bulky commodities 
have, by virtue of low-cost water transportation, substantially re- 
duced the costs of those:commodities to citizens of other areas. 

Industry has developed along the Nation’s rivers, improving the 
economy of both city and country. The Missouri Basin is in perhaps 
the most dire need of diversifying its economy of any area in the 
Nation. 

Recent drought years and a decline of farm population have proved 
the need for other types of employment. 

A denial of the inherent benefits of water transportation would 
work irreparable harm to the Missouri Basin’s future economy. 

Admittedly, water transportation on the Missouri River is a young 
industry. Its real potential is yet to come. 

Nevertheless, commercial tonnages have approximated a half mil- 
lion tons annually in recent years. The potential is estimated to be 
in excess of 10 million tons annually. 

Savings of as high as 5 cents per bushel will accrue to farmers by 
virtue of barge movement. These benefits are already accruing to 
farmers in the lower basin, where competitive grain-loading facilities 
are available. 

Similar substantial savings are available in the movement of other 
heavy commodities. Water-propelled surface transportation rates 
have reduced the transportation costs of many commodities in the 
basin. 

For example, prior to recent rail rate reductions, some steel prod- 
ucts moved by barge for as much as. $8 to $12 less per ton than by rail. 

Further, cities along the Missouri River have every right to expect 
stable flows, with adequate water available not only for minimum | 
sanitation and water supply purposes, but also as an inducement to 
industry. River cities are citing the availability of stable water for 
industrial processing and industrial waste disposal—in addition to 
navigation—as an inducement to industry. 

Any decision by Congress which would upset the decision made 
13 years ago on the priority of water uses would seriously affect the 
ability of those cities to provide stable water supplies for industrial 
purposes. ; 

It is ironical that the group now demanding a disproportionate 
share of river water are advocating its use for a purpose not men- 
tioned in the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment. Downstream cities 
have accepted the spirit and letter of that law and have no quarrel 
with retention of water arising west of the 98th meridian for irriga- 
tion and other purposes cited in the law. 

Hydroelectric power, however, was considered a subsidiary and in- 
cidental benefit in the original act and, according to the Corps of the 
Army Engineers, can never provide more than 17 percent of the 
ultimate prospective energy demands of the area. 

Another important factor is that this controversy, if continued, will 
disrupt the unity of the Missouri Basin for the first time since the 
program was begun. The need for moderation has never been more 
acute. It is imperative that all interests share in the benefits, as well 
as the disadvantages of the present situation. 
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The attitude of Congress toward continued appropriations to com- 
plete the program may be adversely affected if upstream interests 
persist in their demands for a disproportionate amount of water. 

It should be made clear, however, that no one should object to a com- 
petent analysis of basinwide water needs. This, however, has been 
and is being accomplished on a continuing basis through the Missouri 
Basin Inter-Agency Committee and the Reservoir Coordinating Com- 
mittee with all affected States participating. 

The comprehensive Missouri Basin development program was de- 
signed to provide the maximum benefits to all basin citizens. No 
single segment of the citizenry in the basin was intended to have a 
disproportionate share of the benefits. They were to accrue equitably 
to all citizens, both upstream and downstream. 

That decision was made 13 years ago. 

It is imperative, therefore, that the citizens of the basin defend the 
ee law and the administration of that law as participated in by 
both Federal and State agencies. . 

I was very much interested last night in hearing Senator Case. He 
mentioned that certain ores in South Dakota have up to 35 percent 
aluminum, which would provide perhaps in the future a great in- 
dustry for that State. 

If any aluminum industry is going to go into South Dakota and 
set up aluminum plants, they will have to figure out a way to get the 
aluminum out of there. 

Any talk about downplaning the navigation of the Missouri River, 
to these slack-water pools, to the areas where they have these great 
natural resources, might endanger that future industrial development. 

I do not think that is what the people up there want. 

Under those circumstances, it Sas not seem appropriate that now, 
before the program is completed, we get into a discussion or.contro- 
versy between groups in the upper basin, who should have as much 
interest in water erpnepenenen as others in the down basin, as to 
whether water should be used for one purpose or another, or who 
should have priority. 

Let us send it back to the States, and let their own people figure it 
out. Iam sure they can do that. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Murray. Thank you, sir. 

There are three witnesses representing chambers of commerce. 
There is also a matter on the floor, in which some of us are interested. 
I will have to leave in a very short time. 

I wish these witnesses could summarize their statements for the’ 

record; or, if they wish, they may read their entire statement. . 
' ‘The next witness will be Mr. Keith Meade, of Atchison, Kans. 


STATEMENT OF KEITH MEADE, SECRETARY-MANAGER, ATCHISON 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, ATCHISON, KANS. 


Mr. Meapve. My name is Keith Meade. I am secretary-manager of 
the Atchison, Kans., Chamber of Commerce. 

Atchison is 55 miles above Kansas City, on the west bank of the 
Great Western Bend of the Missouri River. 

I have been directed by my organization to appear at this hearing 
to place the organization and our city on record as favoring a con- 
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tinuance of the prevailing authority, whereby an equitable distribu- 
tion of the water in our great valley has been accomplished. 
‘ We do not want more than our fair share; we will object, however, 
to any single segment in the valley demanding more than its propor- 
tionate share. 

We believe the Flood Control Act of 1944 and the O’Mahoney- 
Millikin amendment were and are sound. ; 

We are disturbed that there is a disruption of unity of the various 
interests in the Missouri Basin. 

We are interested in seeing that all groups work together to com- 
plete the comprehensive program. 

Our State has recognized that water is one of the most valuable 
assets we have. It has established the Water Resources Board to plan, 
study, and recommend how water can be used most effectively in our 
State. It is doing a good job. But Atchison, our State and our whole 
valley suffer the handicap of being located in an area sparse in popu- 
lation. The trend in industrial development today is for industry 
to become more market centered. In all of our basin there is a decline 
of population. , ; 

y own county lost 6 percent of its farm units in the 5-year period 
from 1950 to 1954. This trend in farming will probably continue. 
Therefore, it is imperative that we hold and even expand our popula- 
tion by adding employees to our existing industry and attracting new 
industries. As a step in this direction the city of Atchison has pur- 
chased riverside property and constructed a municipal wharf. 

Fortunately, Atchison is already an industrial community. Fifty 
percent of its gainfully employed work in industry. One of these 
industries, our alcohol plant—the only one in the State—uses more 
water each day than all the other users of the city combined. 

Our interest is not limited solely to the water which we receive and 
use. Our community is undertaking, at substantial expense, the con- 
struction of a sewage disposal plant. This is one of our important 
contributions to the solution of the problems in the overall program 
in the valley. It is of particular importance to communities down- 
stream ‘from us. ; 

Grain processing and storage is an important industry in Atchison. 
Only five cities in Kansas outrank our community in elevator capacity. 
Atchison’s grain merchants and the farmers it serves in a large adja- 
cent area have an important stake in the development of low-cost 
water transportation. Oneexample will suffice. 

Barge-serviced molasses terminals were established on the Missouri 
in 1954 and 1955 and brought about reductions in rail freight rates. 
Molasses is a major ingredient in the production of livestock feeds 
and an important cost factor to-the cattlemen in the production of 
meat. 


iupet better example is there of the advantage to an agricultural 
area 

Still in the field of agriculture, the community of Atchison is 
vitally interested in the development of Pick-Sloan agricultural 
levees. These protect most of the bottom land to the north of our 
city, but levees to south are yet to be completed. _ In the devastating 
flood of 1952 the land behind the levees withstood the flood; unpro- 
tected Jand experienced great loss. 
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This season, for the first time, some of our land will be under irri- 
gation. The further extension of this beneficial use of water will 
ae high and consistent agricultural production so needed by the 

armer. 

Although national defense is not an authorized part of the Flood 
Control Act, it demands attention. At Atchison is an underground 
storage facility of the Ordnance Corps of the United States Army. 

A study is being made which is expected to prove the feasibility of 
barging inbound production equipment destined for layaway in this 
million and one-half square foot cave—the largest in the world. Sub- 
stantial savings will accrue to the Federal Government and ultimately 

_ tothe taxpayer. 

I have pointed out Atchison’s concerns in the use of water in our 
valley. These are industrial development, water for industrial and 
municipal purposes, the advantages of lower transportation costs, 
flood protection, irrigation, and national defense. , 

They are very similar to the interests of the people in the entire 
basin. All interests must continue to work in harmony so we can 
continue to move forward rapidly. Thank you for the opportunity 
to make these statements. 

I have a telegram which I received after my statement was prepared, 
which telegram I would like to read. 

Senator Murray. Very well. 

Mr. Meapr. Before I came to Washington, I was not able to talk 
with our city commission and our city manager was out of town: 

' After arriving here, I received this telegram : 

We believe it appropriate to indicate Atchison city government’s interest in 
the Missouri River to the Senate committee. Your statement undoubtedly 
includes reference to this. City has actual and proposed investments based on 
existing water allocation. 

Wuu1aM R. Yerkes, City Manager. 

Thank. you, Mr. Chairman, and that will conclude my statement. 

Senator Murray. Thank you very much. 

The next witness is Mr. E. H. Stearns, of Yankton, S. Dak. 


STATEMENT OF EUGENE H. STEARNS, MANAGER, YANKTON, 
S. DAK., CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Srearns. Gentlemen of the committee, my name is Eugene H. 
Stearns. Asmanager of the Yankton, S. Dak., Chamber of Commerce, 
I represent its 400 members at this hearing. Our membership com- 
prises over 93 percent of the business and professional people of our 


city. 

Yankton has always supported the Flood Control Act of 1944 and 
the policies which have guided that program for 13 years. 

The act was magettan by Missouri Basin leaders primarily because 


of the provisions for flood control. The resulting benefits of irriga- 
tion, navigation, power, and recreation were then considered incidental 
to the principal reason for the act—flood control. 

The people in the Yankton area are cognizant of these incidental 
benefits which will be increasingly important to our region after the 
main-stem dams are completed. 

Yankton is especially interested in the navigation potential offered 
by a controlled Missouri River. We believe the availability of water 
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transportation will result in better prices for our area’s' grain pro- 
ducers. Our farmers’ income needs as much assistance as we can eco- 
nomically give. We feel that by having water transportation available 
freight rates will be reduced sufficiently to reflect a higher market 
price per bushel to our farmers. It will also remove a serious impedi- . 
ment to industrial development of our region. 

We are also in agreement that power and irrigation benefits are 
desirable features of these multipurpose dams. 

We do believe, however, that when the committee has heard the 
testimony of every witness at this hearing it must consider the fact 
that the money being spent on development of the Missouri Basin is 
not the Missouri Basin’s money alone. 

Taxpayers all over our Nation are sharing the cost of the program 
and, in the final analysis, the policy that results in the greatest benefit 
to the greatest number of people of our country is the final and funda- 
mnbintal eleéetion to be resolved. 

We in Yankton feel that the present policy has met the test of every 
critic, including the group present at this hearing who are so concerned 
about water being Cited The present policy was developed by rep- 
resentatives of Federal agencies and basin State officials, and was not 
hastily conceived in any respect. 

The past 3 years have been abnormally dry in the Missouri Basin. 
There would be no need for this hearing, nor would any group be 
concerned with water-use policy if our reservoirs were more nearly 
full. . 

I am sure that those present at this hearing who are suggesting that 
a wasteful use of Missouri River water has been made would be hard 
pressed to find fault with the present policy if the Fort Peck, Garri- 
son, Fort Randall, and Gavins Point Reservoirs were more nearly full. 

This is a temporary condition and should not cause this committee 
much concern. 

We who live in the Missouri Basin and have worked for many years 
to develop our area resources do not enjoy having those persons with 
limited vision demanding special privileges for a relatively small 
group of Missouri Basin citizens. 

“There are many times their number in our State and in the down- 
stream basin States who will stand together with us in Yankton, when 
we state that we believe firmly that we are being treated fairly and 
equitably under the present water-use policy. We do not want to see 
that policy altered. 

Thank you for the privilege of appearing before you. 

Senator Murray. Thank you very much. 

The next witness is Mr. Carter W. Dennis; president, chamber of 
commerce, Sioux City, Iowa. . 


STATEMENT OF CARTER W. DENNIS, PRESIDENT, CHAMBER OF 
; COMMERCE, SIOUX CITY, IOWA 


Mr. Dennis. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, it 
is @ privilege to speak before this committee of the United States Sen- 
ate on a subject whichis of the utmost importance to Sioux City and 
other cities located in the Missouri Basin States: The allocation of Mis- 
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souri River water under the Pick-Sloan plan, as set forth in the Flood 
Control Act of 1944. ‘ 

As a representative of the Sioux City Chamber of Commerce, I 
wish to give you a clear-cut picture of the potentials of the Missouri 
River as it affects our city now and will affect it in the future. 

Once an unruly and untamed stream, the Missouri was given the 
nickname of “Big Muddy,” and such it was. 

Floods plagued cities along its banks. The channel was unpredict- 
able because of the shifting bars and enormous amount of silt carried - 
from upstream. cake 

Today, the Missouri River is no longer “Old Muddy.” Its water 
isclearing up. Its channel is being stabilized, thanks to the ambitious 
program of containment carried out by the United States Army Corps 
of Tclasen as it continues to harness the Missouri by the series of 
upstream dams. 

Sioux City, recognizing the great possibilities for industrial ex- 
pansion that can result from the “New” Missouri River, for many 
years has sought the improvements that are now nearing completion 
under the Pick-Sloan plan.. 

Our city is gearing its industrial development plans of the future 
toward use of the Missouri River for navigation and other purposes, 
knowing the opening of barge traffic on the great river will link our 
trade territory with the vast area lying to the south, from Sioux 
City to New Tuleanes also north through the Mississippi, the Illinois 
— Great Lakes, St. Lawrence route, east on the Ohio and Tennessee 

ivers. 

Thus, it is highly important for the future of Sioux City that the 
original concept of the Pick-Sloan plan continue uninterrupted until 
the job is completed. 

e multipurpose nature of the Flood:Control Act of 1944 was 
evident in the measure itself. It authorized the upstream reservoirs, 
downstream bank stabilization, tributary stream projects and agricul- 
tural levees for multiple-purpose uses: flood control, irrigation, navi- 
gation and hydroelectric power. 

Under this act all interests, both upstream and downstream were 
recognized. It is our belief that the spirit of the Flood Control Act 
of 1944, until recently, has been followed faithfully by downstream 
cities and by the States concerned through the Missouri River Co- 
ordinating Committee, consisting of representatives of the 7 States 
through which the river flows, plus 7 interested Federal agencies. 

Now that unanimity of action is threatened by a group of Rural 
Electric Cooperatives in South Dakota, North Dakota, and Montana. 
The legislatures of those three States memorialized Congress to in- 
vestigate the allocation of waters from the Missouri River reservoirs, 
holding that upstream hydroelectric power generation was being sub- 
ordinated to downstream navigation in violation of the O’Mahoney- 
Millikin amendment to the Flood Control Act of 1944. 

Significantly enough, however, hydroelectric power was considered 
a subsidiary and incidental benefit in the original act. Indeed, ac- 
cording to the Corps of Army Engineers, it can never provide more 
than-17 percent of the ultimate prospective energy demands of the 
area. 
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It is our contention that Sioux City and other cities along the 
Missouri River have the right to expect stable flows, with adequate 
water available not only for navigation, minimum sanitation and 
water supply purposes, but also as an inducement for industry. 

Such was the intent of the Flood Control Act. 

We do not begrudge the upstream States the holding back of Mis- 
souri River water in the reservoirs there.. But we do earnestly con- 
tend that one of the major purposes of the Pick-Sloan plan was to 
provide an adequate summertime flow for navigation, and that the 
spirit of the act would be violated if the South Dakota REA group 
were successful in upsetting the present operation of the river flow. 

It should be pointed out that with the completion of Oahe and Big 
Bend Dams in South Dakota, additional storage will be available 
when those reservoirs are filled. 

In addition, the past 3 years of drouth have brought curtailment of 
navigation in order to conserve adequate water reserves for main- 
taining the late summer and winter flow. These two factors indicate 
the temporary nature of any water storage that may exist for hydro- 
electric power for the REA groups. 

It is worthy of note that under the stewardship of the coordinating 
committee and the Army engineers, there have been upstream water 
reserves available to be sent to the rescue of major downstream cities 
in two fall seasons, when their municipal supplies were jeopardized 
by drouth over much of the Mississippi-Missouri system. 

This has been an example of good water management in a trying 
period of general moisture deficiency which has not yet ended. 

Under such management we are confident that all purposes— 
municipal water needs, irrigation, navigation and power—will be 
fairly served and in far greater measure as the remaining dams are 
completed, with the REA’s sharing in double quantity, due to their 
. priority claim on power, and the additional overall capacity that will 
be added to the storage system for all purposes. 

It is our firm conviction that the present control of Missouri River 
flow is in harmony with the principles of the Flood Control Act, 
and that only the continuance of that harmony can bring the maxi- 
mum benefits attainable to the whole basin from the yet unfinished 
program. ; 

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to submit for the record an article 
which appeared in the Sioux City Journal, Tuesday, April 16, 1957, 
on the editorial page. 

Senator Murray. That may be entered into the record. 

(Article referred to follows :) 


{The Sioux City Journal, April 16, 1957] 
DANGER FOR THE Basin PROGRAM 


A fight that could seriously retard the full harvesting of Missouri River Basin 
benefits seems scheduled for kickoff in hearing before the Senate Interior and 
. Insular Affairs Committee, May 1 and 2, in Washington, D. C. 

Public power interests in at least two upper-basin States—South Dakota and 
Montana—will be attempting to prove that the Army engineers have been 
favoring navigation in the water releases from the big mainstem dams in the 
Dakotas. 


92088—57—-pt. 110 
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The truth is that manipulation of the river’s flow is based on coordination of 
all the needs and interests of the 10 Basin States. Obviously no single 
interest or any specific State is going always to get all it wants at any given 
season because there are so many water rights and supply factors involved. 
This has been particularly true and will continue to be true in the years before 
the closing and filling of all the mainstem dams, especially if run-off moisture 
does not quickly return to a normal average. 

The impression given by the public power interests, in their contention that the 
river should be run to provide the maximum firm power even if such a policy 
renders impossible a stable, navigable channel, is that publicly owned power 
utilities are not getting their fair share of the overall Missouri Basin benefits. 

This attitude completely ignores the fact that under Federal law the public 
power groups get first call on all firm power that is available at Government- 
owned dams. It ignores the fact of great federally financed transmission lines 
built to carry this cheap power to priority public power groups and it ignores 
the fact of low-interest Government loans to build cooperative lines like the 
Bast River rural electric cooperatives of South Dakota who demand more firm 
power at the expense of minimum navigation and water conservation interests of 
the several States downstream. 

The further fact of the future is that the public power groups—the REA’s and 
the municipally operated power system in the basin—will be getting even more 
cheap Government power of the firm variety when Oahe Dam at Pierre, S. Dak., 
the biggest in the whole system goes on the line in the next 2 to 3 years, and 
Big Bend, a smaller but highly productive hydropower project, follows a little 
later. All that firm power in addition to what the public power groups are 
already receiving from such dams as Gavins Point and Fort Randall in South 
Dakota, Garrison in North Dakota and Fort Peck in Montana, and yet the 
public power groups of eastern South Dakota want more. 

The river belongs rightfully to all the areas in the basin. Its operation to 
the best maximum benefits to all the people of the basin depends on a cooperative, 
give-and-take attitude—in a word, on unity and harmony—which in the last 
analysis helped persuade the Nation that the multipurpose Missouri Basin pro- 
gram was wanted and was feasible, engineeringly and politically. 

The public power groups have tried repeatedly to convince basin leaders, at 
periodic meetings of the Missouri Basin Interagency Committee, that public 
power groups should be given still greater priority over navigation. They have 
been repeatedly turned back by the majority which favors the greatest good for 
the greatest number in the basin. 

Now the pressure move, with the backing of South Dakota and Montana Legis- 
latures in their demand for a congressional investigation of water use at 
mainstem dams, has been transferred to the Washington arena. 

If the Democrat-dominated Senate committee will hear fairly all interests and 
not merely those who’ve refused to abide by the will of the basin majority, and 
takes cognizance of all the effort that goes into balancing and sharing the basin 
benefits to all, Congress will receive a valuable review of the whole situation. 
But if the committee denies a fair airing, the cause of intrabasin unity within 
Congress, on which implementation of future basin projects depends so much, 
eould receive a damaging blow, if indeed it has not already, in view of a burgeon- 
ing economy drive by Congress at a time.when one mainstem dam is yet in- 
completed and another, Big Bend, is yet unauthorized. Little good can come 
from the public power grab effort and a great deal of harm could accrue to the 
interests of everyone in the basin. 


Senator Murray. We wish to thank you, Mr. Dennis, for your 
statement. 

At the request of Senator Hruska, there will be inserted in the 
hearing record at this point a letter to Senator Chavez and me from 
C. V. Price, chief, division of Nebraska resources, Lincoln, Nebr. 

There has also been sent to me, for inclusion in the record, Senate 
concurrent resolution No. 11 passed by the Kansas Legislature. 
Without objection, they will appear in the hearings. 
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(The material referred to follows:) 


STaTe oF NEBRASKA, 
Lincoln, April 29, 1957. 
Senator JAMEs E. Murray, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Washington, D. C. 


Senator DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: As the active executive of this division of Nebraska’s State 
government, with principal objective that of bringing much-needed payrolls 
into the State, I should like to emphasize the importance of low transportation 
rates to this center-of-the-country location—and accordingly the importance 
to us of the navigable Missouri River. 

We sincerely hope that no upstream diversion will be authorized which may 
prevent our use of the river for this purpose; i. e., that there be no authorization 
for a disproportionate amount of this water to go for any one purpose. 

What we want—and all we want—is the equitable use division of the main 

' stream reservoir of the Missouri Basin as originally set forth under the Flood 
Control Act of 1944. 
Please be assured your consideration of this viewpoint, which we consider 
to be a fair one, will be sincerely appreciated in this part of the country. 
Very truly yours, 
C. V. Price, 
Chief, Division of Nebraska Resources. 


SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. i1 


A concurrent resolution petitioning the Congress of the United States to take 
appropriate action to assure the continuance of surveys and planning and 
cooperation in the construction of projects in the State of Kansas that are 
vital and necessary to the conservation of soil and water by the Bureau of 
Reclamation, the United States Department of Agriculture, and the Corps of 
Engineers and other Federal agencies and departments 


Whereas water and soil are the most valuable natural resources of Kansas; 
and 
Whereas the citizens, industries, farms, and cities of Kansas have always 
been subject to flood and drought but more recently they have experienced severe 
hardships and great financial losses from floods and droughts during the years 
1951, 1952, 1953, 1954, 1955, and 1956 ; and 
Whereas many cities, industries, and farms are suffering from a critical short- 
age of water, and, at the same time, are exposed to the further hazards of floods 
and droughts ; and 
Whereas, it has become evident that we must use every means available and 
feasible to conserve and control all of the sources of water supply ; and 
_ Whereas the nature of rivers is such that storms occurring in headwater 
regions of a stream in one State frequently inflict damage to areas in other 
States ; and d : 
Whereas there is a vital need for bolstering stream levels for the benefit of 
entire valleys and entire regions ; and 

Whereas the Federal Government through acts of Congress has delegated to 
three agencies, namely, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Soil Conservation Service 
of the United States Department of Agriculture, and the Corps of Engineers the 
principal responsibilities for the conservation of water and soil, and, more 
specifically, such matters as flood control, water supply, irrigation, pollution 
control, and soil conservation, and has also delegated to other Federal agencies 
and departments matters related to the conservation of water and soil, flood 
control, water supply, irrigation, and pollution control: Now, therefore, be it 
Resolved by the Senate of the State of Kansas (the House of Representatives 
concurring therein), That we respectively urge, request, and petition the Congress 
of the United States to take what actions are necessary to assure continuance 
of surveys and planning and assure cooperation in the construction of projects 
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in the State of Kansas that are vital/and. necessary to. prevention of floods, and 
to the conservation of soil and water, by the three agencies, namely, the Bureau 
of Reclamation, the Soil Conservation Service of the United States Department 
of Agriculture, and the Corps of Engineers, and also other Federal agencies 
or departments; and be it further 

ResolWwed, That the secretary of state be instructed to transmit enrolled copies 
of this resolution to the President of the United States,.the Vice President of the 
United States, each Member of the Congress of the United States, and the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget of the United States. 

I hereby certify that the above concurrent resolution originated in the senate, 


and was adopted by that body February 28, 1957. 
Josmrn W. HENKELE, Sr., 


President of the Senate. 
Rapa E. ZARKER, 
Assistant Secretary of the Senate. 


Adopted by the house April 3, 1957. 
JESS TAYLOR, 
Speaker of the House. 
A. E. ANDERSON, 
Chief Cerk of the House. 


Senator Murray. That will conclude the hearings for today. 

There are no other witnesses who have been scheduled to testify on 
this date. 

We will now recess, and reconvene tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 4:30 p. m., the committee recessed, to reconvene 
at 10 a.m., Thursday, May 2, 1957.) 
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THURSDAY, MAY 2, 1957 


Untrep Srates Senate, 
CoMMITTEE on INTERIOR AND INsuLAR AFFAIRS; AND 
Comaarrer on Pustic Works, 
Washington, D. C. 


The joint committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 
‘224, Senate Office Building, Hon. James E. Murray (chairman) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators James E. Murray (Montana) ; Frank A. Barrett 
(Wyoming) ; and Francis Case (South Dakota). 

Senator Murray. The committee will come to order. 

Gov. Herschel Loveless, of Iowa, who was listed to be the first wit- 
ness this morning, cannot be here, but is sending us a statement which 
will be included in the record at this point. . 

(Governor Loveless’ statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE HERSCHEL C. LOVELESS, GOVERNOR OF IOWA, BEFORE 
SENATE INTERIOR COMMITTEE AND SENATE PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE ON THE 
UTILIZATION OF WATER IN THE MissouRI RIVER BASIN 


As is well known, the Missouri Basin has been developed as a multipurpose 
project, as authorized in the Flood Control Act of 1944. This act.provided for 
flood control, irrigation, navigation, and hydroelectric power developments. The 
O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment provided that the use of water for navigation 
should be restricted to such flows as would not conflict with any beneficial con- 
sumptive use of water arising in States west of the 98th meridian for domestic, 
municipal, stock water, irrigation, mining, or industrial purposes. 

The present concern in at least some areas of the Missouri Basin arises funda- 
mentally from the fact that there has been insufficient rainfall in recent years to 
permit full and complete operation of the Missouri Basin projection to the satis- 
faction of the various groups interested init. During the past 3 years waterflow 
has averaged less than three-fourths of normal. It would be a serious mistake 
from a long run point of view, to change the fundamental multiple nature of 
this development in order to meet what is in all probability a short-run deficit in 
rainfall. While I am sympathetic to the interest which would place a much 
higher priority on the use of water for the generation of electric power, it is 
suggested that this use should not be given special preferential treatment, as it 
would be in basic conflict to the original act under which the Sorelepaene of the 
Missouri Basin was undertaken. 

It is especially important to bear in mind that there are many cities and towns 
in the Missouri Basins which depend upon an adequate flow of water through the 
year for municipal water and sanitation purposes. Any severe reduction in the 
flow of water past these cities would create, severe hardships and potentially 
public-health problems. 

The area served by the Missouri River and its present tributaries is under- 
going marked economic changes, with significant shifts from strictly agricultural 
and agriculturally oriented occupations to a more diversified industrial economic 
structure. Many of these industries which have recently located in the basin are 
dependent upon water for cooling and for use in various industrial processes. 
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In addition, many of the towns and cities depend upon the electricity generated - 
by steam plants utilizing river water. The needs of this group of users must 
also be borne in mind as was intended in the original act under which develop- 
ment was initiated. If the States served by the Missouri River Basin are to 
continue to progress in the diversification of their economic structures, it is 
extremely important that the utilization of the Missouri River water resources 
continue to be carried out on a multipurpose plan. 

It also needs to be borne in mind that, historically the Missouri River Valley 
has been subject to severe flooding with tremendous economic loss and also the 
loss of human life. The present development of the river through a series of 
storage reservoirs would not only serve the interest of navigation and hydro- 
electric power, but is also providing for substantial measures of prevention 
against destructive floods which have been experienced in the past. In this 
connection, it should be pointed out that flood control will make available addi- 
tional industrial sites along the banks of rivers in the basin, which have 
heretofore been unacceptable because of the dangers of flooding. 

In conclusion, it is my recommendation that the utilization of the water 
resources of the Missouri Basin should be made consistent with the multipurpose 
objective established when this development was undertaken, keeping in mind 
the interests of electric power generation, water for municipal use and sanitation 
purposes, farm irrigation, industrial uses, and industrial sites, transportation, 
flood-control and recreational purposes. 

All present commitments for Missouri Basin firm power have been met accord- 
ing to the Bureau of Reclamation (April 25, 1957). While there is an under- 
standable concern on the part of those groups interested in larger amounts of 
low-cost Federal power, it should also be borne in mind that other interests 
are also concerned over the benefits to be received from the reservoirs which 
have been constructed for multipurpose objectives. The gain in water in storage 
during the last few years, which has been made possible by compromise of all 
interests, carefully arrived at by technically trained men of the affected States 
and Federal interests, meeting several times each year, represents fair and 
equitable progress toward the completion of the harnessing of Missouri River 
flows for the optimum benefit to all the inhabitants of the basin. Many of the 
conflicts which are now alleged to exist can reasonably be expected to be 
resolved by a few years of normal rainfall which will permit all interests to be 
more adequately served. In the meantime, all interest must understand that 
the fundamental multipurpose nature of the Missouri River Basin development 
should not be disturbed to meet what is in all likelihood a temporary condition. 


Senator Murry. Our first witness this morning is from Iowa. I 
wish to put into the hearings a letter I — received from Mr. John 
M. Naughton, State representative from Sargeant Bluff, lowa, Wood- 
bury County, emphasizing his area’s need for low-cost power. Accord- 
ing to Mr. Naughton, Sioux City, Iowa, pays the third highest rate 
in the United States, $9.25 for 250 kilowatts of energy used by 
residential consumers. This is in spite of the fact that the Towa 
Public Service Co. gets considerable power from Fort Randall Dam 
during the navigation period at less than 3 mills. 

Without objection, this letter will be printed in the hearings at 
this point. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


STATE OF IowA, 
HOvSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Des Moines, April 29, 1957. 
Senator James E. Murray, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Sutertev and Insular Affairs, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Murray: As the elected representative of the more than 
100,000 citizens of Iowa’s second largest county, I am very much concerned by 
the high cost of electricity to my constituents. According to figures issued by 
the Federal Power Commission for January 1956 the cost of 250 kilowatt-hours 
of electricity to a residential consumer in Sioux City was the third highest 
in the country for cities over 50,000 population. 





MISSOURI BASIN WATER PROBLEMS 145 


I had hoped that the availability of relatively low-cost power from Fort 
Randall Dam might result in lower rates to consumers; however, this has 
not occurred. The Iowa Public Service Co., which provides electricity for 
Sioux City and the surrounding area, has been obtaining the major share 
of power from Fort Randall Dam. During the March te November navigation 
season in 1956, IPS obtained 137.7 million kilowatt-hours of energy from Fort 
Randall, an amount which I understand is equivalent to more than 25 percent 
of the company’s total sales of electric power during this 9-month period. 
IPS paid the Government 2.83 mills per kilowatt-hour for this energy; Sioux 
City consumers eontinued to pay $9.25 for 250 kilowatt hours, or 8% cents per 
kilowatt-hour. 

I am calling these facts to your attention because of your committee’s interest 
in the Missouri Valley area. Low-cost electric power is important to both 
residential and farm users; it would also be valuable in helping to attract 
badly needed new industries to our area. I know that the people of Woodbury 
County would deeply appreciate any assistance you can lend to the accomplish- 
ment of this goal. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN M. NAUGHTON, 
State Representative. 


Senator Murray. The first witness on the agenda this morning is 
Mr. A. S. Wendel, vice president, Woodbury County Rural Electric 
Cooperative, from Bronson, Iowa. 


STATEMENT OF ALVERN S. WENDEL, VICE PRESIDENT, WOODBURY 
COUNTY RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE; ACCOMPANIED BY 
GEORGE GERKING, MANAGER, MONONA COUNTY RURAL ELEC- 
TRIC COOPERATIVE 


Mr. Wenvet. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the committee, my name 


is Alvern S. Wendel. I am a farmer from Bronson, Iowa. I am 
vice president of the Woodbury County Rural Electric Cooperative, 
with headquarters at Moville, lowa. We serve about 2,100 farms in 
the county. I am also vice president of the Northwest Iowa Power 
Cooperative, commonly referred to as NIPCO, a transmission system 
formed by 10 rural electric distribution cooperatives in northwest 
Iowa, as a means of wheeling electric energy generated at the dams 
on the Missouri River to the member cooperatives. 

I am accompanied by George Gerking, manager of the Monona 
County Rural Electric Cooperative with headquarters at Onawa, 
Iowa, and whose territory borders that of our own. They are also 
members of NIPCO. Immediately bordering-Monona County is the 
territory of the Harrison County Rural Electric Cooperative with 
headquarters in Woodbine, Iowa, a third member of NIPCO and 
also particularly interested in the particular phase of this hearing 
with which I shall deal. My testimony has been jointly prepared by 
all three of these systems. 

' ‘The purpose and scope of this presentation is to bring to your at- 
tention the urgent need of a most vital part of our national economy, 
namely agriculture, for a method by which the element of chance can 
be materially reduced in farming operations by the utilization of 
acceptable and economically feasible methods of irrigation, and the 
part that power generated on the Missouri River can play therein. 

The major industry in northwest Iowa is agriculture. With normal 
rainfall it is a lush and productive land, but this is definitely con- 
tingent upon ample moisture. Within the last 3 years it has not 
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been uncommon to experience an annual deficiency of normal rain- 
fall in amounts up to approximately 6 inches. This, combined with . 
a serious reduction in farm income, has resulted in at least 200 to 
250 farmers leaving their farms within the past year in the Missouri 
River Basin area in Iowa located largely in the three mentioned 
counties of Monona, Harrison, and Woodbury. A continuation of 
this trend can seriously threaten the prime industry in this area. 

Within this Basin area, shown by the map you see, the shaded part 
outlined in red, there is a huge supply of underground water avail- 
able relatively close to the surface. In fact, we are told, this supply 
is a veritable underground river. This area consists of approximately 
370,000 acres of land in the 3 counties. 

While my faith in the elements of nature has not been shattered 
in the last 3 years to the extent that I no longer trust the Lord, at - 
the same time, particularly with respect to rainfall, I also remember 
“The Lord helps those who help themselves.” The Iowa farmer is 
not without ingenuity and, if the needed moisture does not come 
from the heavens he can, and will, turn to other methods available to 
him, if within the realm of economic feasibility, and pump it from 
the soil as needed for application at the proper point. 

At the present time in this tricounty area there are approximately 
160 such wells, 150 more are anticipated in the immediate future and 
the ultimate potential is estimated to be 1,700 wells based upon an 
actual survey recently completed in Monona County. : 

There: are various sources of power used for irrigation, including 
tractors, stationary engines and electric motors. All of these various 
sources have, perhaps, some advantages peculiar to them, but, all but 
one have one serious disadvantage. This is the costs in connection 
with the ultimate overhaul called for under almost continuous opera- 
tion. The electric motor does not, necessarily, have this disadvantage 
to the degree common in the other power sources. Electric power 
also has many other advantages, some of them being no need for 
storage or transportation of fuel, ease of control, etc. However, one 
very important factor in the use of electricity for such purpose is the 
cost of extending existing lines to the well. This, necessarily, in- 
creases the investment costs and, hence, the actual cost of the energy 
is 4 most important factor in determining the economic feasibility for 
the application of electric energy as a power source in irrigation. If 
this can be held within reasonable limits a most valuable tool is placed 
ini the hands of the farmer. : 

At the present time the member cooperatives of NIPCO can pur- 
chase firm wholesale power, which may be used for irrigation pur- 
poses if they so choose, at an average cost of 5.5 mills, while during 
the navigation season the Iowa Public Service Co. can purchase 
large quantities of dump power from the Bureau of Reclamation 
which can be used for the same purpose, and last year they paid an 
average rate of 2.83 mills. 

The reason for this differential is that IPS can firm up secondary ~ 
power with their own generation while NIPCO does not have this 
advantage. Hence, NIPCO members are served with firm power— 
available at all times—at a higher rate and under present-day regula- 
tions cannot take advantage of the lower cost secondary and dump 
power which is made available to IPS. 
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This is all theoretical and from that standpoint may appear to be 
right and proper. But let’s examine this situation a bit closer in the 
light of facts. At the present time, due to the release of navigation 
water, the so-called secondary power, during this season, is for all 
practical es firm power. Last season we believe the Bureau 
experienced difficulty in finding a market for it as secondary power 
and so was required to dispose of much of it as dump power at a still 
lower rate and at a decided reduction in incomé to the Government. 
Hence this power is being sold under the name of secondary or dump 
power at a 2.67 mill rate, less than we have to pay for what is funda- 
mentally the same power. 

Secondly, another point should not be overlooked. The demands 
of irrigation are such that occasional interruptions of power are not 
of major importance. If this were not so then farming would be 
impractical since rainfall certainly cannot be controlled within a 
matter of hours or even days under normal conditions when nature 
is depended upon as the source of moisture. Hence the availability 
of power on a 24-hour-a-day basis is not urgently required in irrigation. 

hirdly, there is no good reason why irrigation systems should not 
be supplied with secondary power during the period it is available 
and with firm power at other times if it becomes necessary. 

An average of power requirements for an irrigation system is not 
a simple matter at which to arrive due to different methods of opera- 
tion under varying conditions. However, from a study of many 
systems actually under operation, it is believed that an average of 
1,000 hours of use per season with an average horsepower of 25 is 
a conservative estimate. Using these figures as a basis an ultimate 
demand of 42,500 kilowatts is shown for irrigation in this area alone 
and a consumption of 42,500,000 kilowatt-hour per season. And the 
Bureau is looking for a market for secondary power. Here it is, 
made to order. Incidentially, these estimates cover the bottom lands 
of the Missouri River only. Actually there are many smaller river 
valleys in the area in which irrigation is equally practical and which, 
if considered, would materially increase these requirements. 

The summation of all of this can be very brief. Here is the oppor- 
tunity to utilize dump and/or secondary power at a cost the farmer 
can pay, aiding in fostering a sound working tool in a most vital part 
of our national economy, an economy in which all must be interested 
since the production of food and fiber is essential for this Nation to 
continue as a leader in the industrial field. But if this portion of 
the economy is much longer left to the fitful winds of chance, no 
longer will we be able to maintain the enviable position we have 
attained among nations since the production of this essential food 
and fiber can hardly be expected to continue if it must be done at a loss 
to those who produce it. 

Gentlemen, look back into the pages of history at other nations 
when they reached the crossroads. As their agricultural econ 
went, so went the nation. And history has been known to repeat itsel 

There are others in this hearing who will testify as to means b 
which much of the now so-called dump and secondary power, wat 
have pointed out is actually firm energy during a considerable portion 
of the year, can be converted to year-round firm power with all the 
inherent advantages in connection therewith. Nothing in this testi- 
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mony should be considered or construed to be in conflict with the 
others. I am speaking strictly of the one and secondary power as 
it exists today. If it is converted into additional firm power, for 
which the need is apparent, the adyantages so obtained will far out- 
weigh additional uses of secondary power, and with this I take no issue. 

On the other hand, such secondary power as is available can be 
economically and feasibly put to use to bolster a sagging agricultural 
industry. ‘This is vital if America’s leadership among nations is 
to continue. 

Fundamentally, the basic purpose of this entire hearing is to bring to 
your attention the very apparent need for a more logical and business- 
like approach to the management of the valuable resource constituted 
by the Missouri River. This resource must no longer be reduced in 
value by conflicting and personal interests but must be developed to 
its maximum usefulness for the benefit of the people in the valley. 
This will not benefit these people or agriculture alone, but will also be 
in the best interests of the national economy as a whole. I urge your 
serious consideration of the facts that have, and will be, presented. 

Senator Murray. Thank you. You have made a very excellent 
statement there, and raised some very important points. 

During the course of your discussion, you referred to irrigation 
power rates. Do you know what rate the Iowa Public Service Co. 
charges farmers for irrigation pumping power, for power to run 
motors ? 

Mr. Wenpet. It is awfully hard to find out. They will quote a 
very low rate, but that is contingent upon where the line is relative 
to the well. If they have to build a line there, their record has been in 
the past that the farmer will build the line and they will furnish the 
power, but if they are immediately over the well, or close to it, then 
they quote a very low rate. It is on a demand. 

I am not an engineer, and do not understand all the intricate engi- 
neering features that they have in it, but their base rate is 1 cent, what 
they base their rate on. And then they have to pay a demand charge. 
So the 1 cent does not cover the cost, of course. 

Senator Murray. Thank you for your very able statement. 

Mr. Wenvex. Mr. Mac Nicoson was to follow me.: He has to 
attend another meeting this morning. He asked that I hand in his 
etait. He is manager of the L. & O. Cooperative of Rock Rapids, 

owa. 

Senator Murray. The statement will be printed in the record at 
this point. 

(Mr. Nicoson’s prepared paper follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Mac R. NiIcoson 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Mac R. Nicoson. 
I am manager of the L. & O. Power Cooperative, a federation of three distribu- 
tion cooperatives serving about 19,250 people in northwest Iowa and southwest 
Minnesota with headquarters at Rock Rapids, Iowa. 


SCOPE AND PURPOSE 


L. & O. Power Cooperative is a transmission cooperative operating at the present 
time 111 miles of 69,000-volt transmission line serving 7 substations and also - 
wheeling power to the city of Rock Rapids, from the Bureau of Reclamation 
transmission system. L. & O. Power Cooperative was organized for the purpose 
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of bringing adequate hydroelectric firm power from the Missouri River to its 
- member cooperatives operating in two northwest Iowa counties and two south- 
west Minnesota counties. 


BACKGROUND 


The project was organized in January of 1952, because the plans of the Bureau 
of Reclamation had been approved to the extent ‘that low-cost Missouri River 
firm power was to be available. The power cooperative consisted of only two 
distribution cooperatives in northwest Iowa and in January 1953 the distribu- 
tion cooperative in southwest Minnesota was accepted as a member of the L. & O. 
Power Cooperative. 

Negotiations with the Bureau of Reclamation were being carried on at this 
time as to what location we would have to build to in order to be able to receive 
the hydro firm power. The line was eventually constructed to the Bureau of 
Reclamation substation near Sioux Falls, 8S. Dak. 

Negotiations were also being carried on with REA for approval to construct 
the lines and substations. The cooperative knew definitely they would have to 
build all of the proposed transmission line because in our area there were no 
adequate transmission lines to deliver power to our load centers. REA approved 
loans in the amount of $1,030,000 to construct the system and the first construc- 
tion was started on the first section of the system in July 1953 and completed in 
November of 1953. 

The construction on the second section of line was started in April 1954 and 
completed July 1954.. At that time facilities were ready to receive Bureau of 
Reclamation power, if power had been available from the Bureau system. 


USBR NEGOTIATIONS 


In 1951 two of the L. & O. Power Cooperative’s members executed power con- 
tracts with the Bureau for firm power. These were the first two contracts exe- 
cuted in the State of Iowa. The other member of L. & O. Power Cooperative 
executed a contract with the Bureau for firm power in 1953. Negotiations were 
also being carried on with the Bureau on the Wheeling contract and in July 1952 
it was signed and approved and in October 1953 was amended to include the third 
member of the power cooperative. 


DATE RIVER POWER TO BE AVAILABLE 


It was very necéssary that the cooperative receive hydro firm power at the 
earliest date possible due to the fact the available power sources were inadequate 
and two of the member cooperatives had been advised by Iowa Electric Light & 
Power Co. in July 1954 that they had made contractual agreements predicated on 
the fact that hydro firm power from Missouri Basin would be available for the 
cooperatives and if any serious generation or line trouble would develop the 
loads of the cooperative would have to be cut off until repairs could be made. 

A number of meetings were held with the Bureau and we were corresponding 
with Bureau of Reclamation, region 7, officals on power delivery dates. In May 
1954 we were advised by letter the substation facilities at Sioux Falls would be 
completed in June 1954, but no firm power would be available until the spring of 
1955. In June 1954 we were again advised subject to reservoir filling schedule 
winter operating criteria, current low-water year and completion of facilities 
at Sioux Falls substation, by December 1954 the Bureau might take care of 
emergency requirements that the cooperative might have if it was possible to do 
so. In July 1954 we were advised subject to completion of transmission facilities 
and installation of the third generation unit at Fort Randall firm power could 
be made available September 1954 to L. & O. Power Cooperative members and 
the city of Rock Rapids as follows: 





Cooperatives Contract Amount Balance of 
amount released contract © 





Kilowatts Kilowatts Kilowatts 
Lyon Rural Electric Cooperative 3, 300 2, 000 1, 300 
Osceola Electric Cooperative, Inc 1, 750 1, 600 150 
Southwestern Minnesota Electric Cooperative 4, 800 0 4, 800 
City of Rock Rapids 1, 500 1, 000 500 
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In September 1954 we were advised the delivery of firm power to the L. & O. 
system would be dependent on Fort Randall generation, energizing and testing 
of the Sioux Falls substation facilities and the present schedule for this work 
to be done was October 27, 1954. In August 1954 we were advised delivery of 
firm power would be delayed until October or possibly November even though 
the third unit at Randall would be ready in September because the Bureau could 
not energize the Sioux Falls substation on schedule. 


POWER DELIVERY DATES 


Two of the L. & O. members and the city of Rock Rapids received hydro firm 
power on December 4, 1954, on a restricted basis and the third member of 
L. & O. received power on a restricted basis in June 1955. In March 19561. & O. 
Power Cooperative members were advised the balance of the contract amount 
would be available on April 1, 1956. The delay in receiving power and knowing 
when the power would be available would not permit the cooperatives to serve 
notice of their desire to cancel existing power contracts with the power com- 
panies. Some of the contracts had a 6 months’ cancellation notice. The delay 
in receiving and knowing when we could receive power cost the member coopera- 
tives of L. & O. Power Cooperative $134,638 additional in power costs. Had 
all of the firm power been available as soon as the L. & O. Power Cooperative 
system was energized the additional revenue for the sale of power would have 
amounted to $91,035 for the Federal Government. 


BUREAU POWER SALES, IOWA, 1956 


Attached is exhibit A, a report of power sales in Iowa for the year of 1956 and 
according to the report the nonpreference customers are receiving more of the 
power than the preference customers and at a lower rate. Had some of this 
dump power been sold to the preference customers as firm power the revenue for 
the Federal Government would have been increased but due to large releases of 
water for navigation the dams are unable to produce the firm power. 


REQUIREMENTS OF L. & 0. MEMBERS 


Shown in exhibit B are the estimated requirements for the L. & O. Power 
Cooperative 1957 through 1970. The cooperatives presently have firm power 
contracts totaling 9,850 kilowatts and according to our load estimate this is not 
adequate to carry us through the year of 1957. We are faced with a power 
shortage this winter and must negotiate with other power suppliers for the 
supplemental power at a much higher cost. Present information and estimates 
from the Bureau are that additional power from the Missouri Basin will be 
allocated in 1959 but will not be available until Oahe Dam is put in service in 
late 1961 or 1962. The Bureau cannot give us any indication as to how much 
our present contracts can be increased. Negotiating contracts for supplemental 
power during the interim period therefore becomes a problem by not knowing how 
much more power we can expect to receive from the Bureau. 


USBR SERVICE TO MUNICIPALS 


The city of Rock Rapids was negotiating with the Bureau for firm power. The 
power for the city would be wheeled or delivered to them over the L. & O. system 
and the city would also have to construct approximately 5 miles of 69,000-volt 
line and substation that would be paid for by the city. The city applied for 
power in 1948 and in August of 1953 their contract for 1,500 kilowatts of firm 
power was signed and approved. The line and substation to serve the city 
from the L. & O. system was completed in October of 1953. The city has not 
received or signed any contract for secondary power or for dump power. The 
city of Rock Rapids has been restricted on the firm power they could receive 
during certain months as shown in exhibit C. Dump power was only available 
to large users or the private utilities and of course dump power is less expensive 
than firm or secondary power. 

SUMMARY 


It appears there are more markets for firm power to preference customers and 
that a study of the use of the water from the Missouri River basin dams should 
be made to assure the Federal Government of the most economical operation of 
the dams. If slack-water navigation was used steady releases of water could 
be made on the year basis. The result would be an increase of more firm power 
and more revenue for the Federal Government from the preference customers. 
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Exuinit A.—Power sales and revenues, Missouri River Basin project, Iowa, 
calendar year 1956 


Mills per 
Kilowatt- Amount kilowatt- 
hour hour 


Preference customers: 
REA c) peratives: 

Cherokee County Rural Electric Cooperative 
Harrison County Rural Electric Cooperative 
Ida County Rural Electric Cooperative 
Lyon Rural Electric Cooperative 
Monona County Rural Electric Cooperative 
Nishnabotna Valley Rural Electric Cooperative 
O’Brien County Rural Electric Cooperative--_-: 
Osceola Electric Cooperative 
Plymouth Electric Cooperative _- 
Sioux Electric Cooperative Association 
South Crawford Rural Electric Cooperative--.......-- 
Woodbury County Rural Electric Cooperative 
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Subtotal, REA cooperatives 


Municipalities: 
Manning (firm) 
Onawa (firm) 
Onawa (secondary) 
Primghar (firm) 
Rock Rapids (firm) 
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Sioux Center (secondary) 
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Total, all preference customers (firm) 
Total, all preference customers (secondary) 2, 612, 685 
‘Nonpreference customers: Iowa Public Service Co 137, 720, 040 
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1 Dump energy available only upon declaration by the United States. 


Exuinit B.—Kilowatt-hour and kilowatt demand date for L. € O. members 


Year Kilowatt- Kilowatt P Kilowatt- Kilowatt 
hours demand ; hours demand 


5 
: 


Millions 
36.3 10, 350 
37.4 10, 680 
40.0 11, 420 | 
42.8 12, 210 
45.8 13, 179 
49.0 13, 980 
52.5 14, $80 


16, 030 
17, 170 
13, 380 
19, 690 
21, 050 
22) 550 
24, 110 


ESNSESS 
AowmrDewno 


Exuinit © 


WATERTOWN AREA DISPATCHING OFFICE, 
Watertown, S. Dak. 
Crry or Rock RaAptps, 
Rock Rapids, Towa. 

Dear Sir: Beginning at 12:01 a. m. November 6, 1955, all nonfirm power 
deliveries from Fort Randall powerplant are to be terminated and firm power 
deliveries are to be limited. After the time and date indicated above, please 
limit the power and energy delivered to your system to the contract rate of 
delivery for firm power that is now in effect, 1,000 kilowatts, and the energy 


tabulated below: 
Kilowatt- 


hours 


November (25 days) 
December (31 days) 
January (31 days) 
‘February (29 days) 
March, per day 
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1. The energy was calculated using as estimated monthly load factor of 50 


percent. ‘ 
2. We estimate the next navigation season will be resumed sometime in 


March 1956, at which time most of the restrictions on power deliveries will be 


lifted. 
The supply of kilowatt-hours at Fort Randall will be very limited during these 


months due to the adverse water conditions this year, but there will be ample 
peaking kilowatts. Therefore, you may take more than 1,000 kilowatts if you 
wish, but if you think it will be necessary to take from the Bureau more kilo- 
watt-hours than are stated in the above table, please get in touch with me 
promptly. If the load factor of 50 percent monthly is lower than you have 
experienced in past winter months, please advise. 


Yours truly, 
OrRIAN PATTERSON, 


i Head Dispatcher. 
Blind to: L. & O. Cooperative, Rock Rapids, Iowa. 


Senator Murray. The next witness is Kenneth Holum, a former 
member of the Missouri Basin Survey Commission. 


STATEMENT OF KENNETH HOLUM, GROTON, S. DAK. 


Mr. Hotum. Mr. Chairman, I am Kenneth Holum, a farmer from 
Groton, S. Dak. In 1952 it was my privilege to serve as a member 
of the Missouri Basin Survey Commission. Senator Thomas E. 
Hennings of Missouri was our vice chairman. Senators James E. 
Murray and Milton Young were members of the Commission as were 
Congressmen Wayne N. Aspinall, Clifford R. Hope, and James W. 
Trimble. Other members of the Commission were Fred V. Heinkel, 
Columbia, Mo.; Dean H. T. Person, Laramie, Wyo., and Harry J. 
Peterson, St. Paul, Minn. 

The Executive order establishing the Commission said in part: 

I want them to review the many different kinds of problems that exist in the 
Iarge area of the basin. I. want them to give the country their advice as to the 
best way to proceed to achieve an orderly, businesslike development of the 
resources of the basin, a development that places first things first and provides 
for the greatest resulting benefits for all of the people of the basin and the 
Nation. 

I am here today as a farmer and as a South Dakotan. As a South 
Dakota farmer my productivity is, in large measure, determined by 
the amount of water available on my farm during the growing season. 
In the upper Missouri Basin we never have quite enough water for our 
crops, for domestic and sanitary purposes, for industrial development, 
and for all of the things that this most precious resource can do 
for an area and the people in it. 

The Missouri Basin Survey Commission conducted hearings and 
investigations in all 10 of the Missouri Basin States. I learned quickly 
that many interests are competing for the limited water supplies that 
are available and that many of the States in the Missouri Basin had 
been much more zealous in safeguarding their water rights than had 
my own State of South Dakota. I became strengthened in my convic- 
tion that the upper Missouri Basin can, if we use its limited water 
wisely and if we develop our other resources efficiently, make a sub- 
stantially greater contribution to the total national welfare than we 
are making at the present time. 

As briefly as possible, I should like to present to these committees of 
the United States Senate some of the recommendations of the Mis- 
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souri Basin Survey Commission. The recommendations which I 
should like to present represent the unanimous thinking of the com- 
mission in January of 1953. 

Recognizing that water is a limited resource in the Missouri Basin, 
the commission gave much time and study to recommendations for its 
preferential use. The commission recognized that there is no substi- 
tute for water in many of its uses. For other uses of water, substitutes 
are available. The commission recommended preference in the use 
of water in the following order: 

1. Domestic and municipal consumption and pollution control. 

2. Irrigation, including ground-water recharge, and industrial 
consumption. 

3. Hydroelectric power. 

4. Fish, wildlife, and recreation. 

5. Navigation. 

These investigations are being conducted, in part at least, in response 
to a concurrent resolution adopted by the South Dakota Legislature, 

etitioning the Interior and Public Works Committees of the United 

states Senate to investigate the use of water in the Missouri Basin in 
relationship to the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment to the Flood Con- 
trol Act of 1944. 

The South Dakota Legislature expressed doubt that South Dakota 
water is currently being managed in such a way as to return benefits 
to South Dakota consistent with the State’s contribution to basin de- 
velopment. I share these doubts. In South Dakota we are alarmed to 
see so much of the water impounded in our State going downstream to 
maintain a 9-foot, free-flowing navigation channel on the lower Mis- 
souri. The Missouri, with its upper reaches in one of the most water- 
starved areas of the Nation, is the only major river in the country that 
is asked to provide the water to a free-flowing navigation channel. 
Certainly this does not appear to constitute good water management. 

A water-management program that conserves more water for win- 
ter release, when our power supply problems are critical, will attain 
substantially more benefits for the upper basin. At the same time 
we can relieve the winter shortages of water for domestic purposes 
and pollution abatement for the cities and towns on the main stem of 
the Missouri downstream. Any shortage of water for industrial pur- 
oe downstream must occur during the winter months. These can 

alleviated by the same program: of sound water conservation. 

In. my judgment, strict adherence to the provisions of the 

O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment, together with the establishment of 
‘priorities for the use of water comparable to the recommendations of 
the Missouri Basin Survey Commission, will be in the best interest of 
both the upstream and downstream States, and the overall national 
welfare. 

The commission of which I was a member pointedly recommended 
that navigation on the Missouri be given the lowest priority for the 
use of water. This recommendation was made, in part, because the 
commission recognized that alternative methods of transportation are 
available and in part because the commission found the 9-foot free- 
flowing navigation channel from Sioux City to St. Louis to be an eco- 
nomic waste of both water and public funds. 





154 MISSOURI BASIN WATER PROBLEMS 


The commission recognized that the investment in navigation facili- 
ties is completely nonreimbursable. With the taxpayers of the Nation 
carrying the entire cost it becomes doubly important that the project 
be economically sound. We did not find it to beso. In fact, we found 
the benefit-cost ratio on the downstream bank stabilization program 
to be 0.8 to 1, and the benefit-cost ratio on the portion of the main stem 
dams assigned to navigation by the United States Corps of Army 
Engineers to be 0.35 to 1. 

he commission assigned to its staff the responsibility of making 
a careful analysis of freight available for both upstream and down- 
stream barge transportation. Careful analyses were made of the costs 
of the project and the probable benefits to the public. These analyses 
are presented in chaper I of part IV of the published report. Rather 
than abuse my privileges before these committees by attempting to 
restate the information found in the particular chapter, I should 
prefer to refer the whole chapter to the committee’s attention. Permit 
me, however, to call the attention of the committees to one paragraph 
found at the upper right corner of page 123: 

The Commission has already pointed out that navigation should have the lowest 
priority in the use of water in the Missouri Basin. Estimated savings from 
navigation do not by themselves provide a favorable benefit-cost ratio for the 
navigation share of the channel stabilization project. This is likewise true of 
navigation savings assigned to upstream dams. Even if navigation did show 
a favorable benefit-cost ratio there is a question whether limited public funds 
should be used for this purpose in view of the available alternative transportation 
facilities. It therefore is questionable if navigation should be continued as an 
objective of basin development. ' 

With free-flowing navigation making such a poor showing on the 
basis of studies conducted by an impartial commission, it is easy to 
understand why upper basin people are disturbed by water manage- 
ment that dedicates much of our limited water to such a purpose. 

In South Dakota we are not necessarily opposed to navigation on 
the Missouri River. If navigation can be aoslenel in a manner that 
is sound economically and consistent with good water management, 
we will support the project enthusiastically. We feel that slack water 
navigation, which minimizes the consumption of water, deserves care- 
ful consideration. We are opposed to river management which si- 
phons the limited water out of our area to support a navigation 
project of doubtful value. With water urgently needed in the upper 
basin, and certain to be more urgently needed in the future, for domes- 
tic purposes, sanitation, irrigation, industrial development or the gen- 
eration of hydroelectric power, we view with considerable alarm any 

rogram which encourages others to develop priorities and vested 
interests in the water which we need now and will need even more 


urgently in the future for the good of the area of its origin and the’ 


Nation. 
_ Lam here today, and my friends are here from neighboring States 
in the upper Missouri Basin, because we are sure that it is the intent 
of the Congress that South Dakota’s water shall be used and developed 
in such a way as to provide maximum benefit to South Dakota. 
Since 1944 substantial progress has been made with respect to the 
construction of structures on the main stem of the river. Fort Randall, 
Garrison, Fort Peck and Gavins Point are complete or nearing com- 
pletion ; Oahe is well begun and Big Bend should get into construction 
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immediately. We appreciate the Nation’s generosity for its assistance 
with the development of our resources, yet at the same time we remain 
convinced that this development is and will be in the total national 
interest. 

With so much construction completed we have had an opportunity 
to observe the management of our water resources. We have been 
distressed to observe that substantial amounts of South Dakota water 
have gone downstream during the summer months, some generating 
large amounts of dump power to be sold at cut- rate prices to non- 
preference customers; and other large volumes of water have gone 
through the outlet canals without any upstream benefits whatsoever, 
all in an effort to maintain the 9-foot free-flowing navigation channel. 

South Dakota always has been a high-cost power area. We never 
have had enough electric energy and we never have ‘had that energy 
at a rate which would make possible its maximum usage. Many of 
the preference customers in South Dakota and the upper Missouri 
Basin have no source of power other than the Federal system. These 
preference customers—rural electric and municipalities—must assume 
a utility responsibility toward their customers, but their power sup- 
plier, the Bureau of Reclamation, cannot or will not assume any 


‘utility responsibility towards them. Natur ally this fact magnifies 


our interest in the use of the water in the Missouri River Reservoirs. 

At the same time our critical power supply problems also direct the 
attention of South Dakota people to the tremendous reserves of 
lignite coal in our State and our sister State to the north, which 
could, if developed on a large scale and properly integrated with the 
hydroelectric system, generate large blocks of cheap electric energy 
at reasonable rates. 

In conclusion, and returning to the Commission’s report, let me 
say that the Commission was in unanimous agreement that a new 
agency was urgently needed to coordinate planning for resource 
development in the basin and to provide managerial control over 
those resources in the interests of the region and the Nation. We all 
were disappointed that we could not agree on how the agency should 
be created. 

To emphasize the area of agreement permit me to quote again from 
the Commission’s report, page 246 of the chapter on Federal Organ- 
ization for Resource Development : 


The heart of the problem is who shall act as water-master—who shall deter- 
mine when water should be impounded and when water should be released. 
Inevitably conflicts will arise. One of these has already been foreseen; the 
continued development of irrigation may result in enough consumption of 
water to interfere with a flowing navigation channel during droughts. Con- 
gress already has settled this problem in the O’Mahoney-Milliken amendment 
to the 1944 Flood Control Act which gives priority to beneficial consumptive 
uses, but in the future many other such conflicts may arise. Navigation 
requires the release of water in the summer, while power demands are normally 
higher during the winter months. The development of irrigation may even- 
tually consume enough water to curtail the production of hydroelectric power. 
A single organization is needed to enforce the priorities in water use which 
the Commission has recommended and coordinate water releases accordingly. 
Unilateral decision by a single subordinate agency should not control. 


If the members of these committees will initiate whatever action 
is necessary to safeguard the precious water of the upper Missouri 
Basin for the maximum beneficial use of upetream people, and if you 
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will give your serious consideration to placing the management of 
these resources in the hands of a single agency that will look to the 
broad public interest in the region and the Nation, rather than con- 
tinuing to entrust the management of these resources to a multiplicity 
of agencies with diverse and conflicting interests, I am certain that 
you can substantially safeguard the expenditure of public funds-while 
at the same time you will be helping us to achieve the greatest pos- 
sible benefit from the development of our resources. 

The recommendations of the Missouri Basin Survey Commission, 
which I have quoted, were as I said earlier, unanimous recommenda- 
tions. They were determined with the aid of a competent staff and 
after careful consideration by the members of the Commission. 

Your consideration of these recommendations will be deeply appre- 
ciated by thé citizens of the basin. We are particularly hopeful that 
you will take whatever action you deem necessary to assure the proper 
and beneficial use of the limited water in our area of the Nation. The 
priorities for the use of water outlined by the Missouri Basin Survey 
Commission represent careful consideration of the problems of our 
area of the Nation. These recommendations for priorities were: 

1. Domestic and municipal.consumption and pollution control. 

2. Irrigation, including ground water recharge, and industrial 
consumption. 

3. Hydroelectric power. 

4. Fish, wildlife and recreation. 

5. Navigation. 

Thank you. That concludes my testimony. 

I would just like to make this one further comment, if I may. I 
was interested to sit here in the committee hearing room yesterday 
afternoon, and to hear the representatives of various chambers of 
commerce downstream express unanimously, I believe, their convic- 
tion that their greatest need for the development of the Missouri River 
was flood control and flood protection. I would like to call these com- 
mittees’ attention to the faet that South Dakota, North Dakota, Mon- 
tana, and the upstream States have contributed generously of their 
bottom lands to provide the storage for the waters that these cities 
downstream want impounded. So I think we have made a substantial 
contribution to their welfare by providing the storage facilities for 
the flood waters that they want impounded upstream. I thank you, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Murray. Thank you very much, Mr. Holum. You have 
made a very fine statement here this morning, and have presented 
points of great importance. : 

Do you feel that it would be important to have a power Administra- 
tor established to undertake to regulate these matters rather than 
to have several conflicting agencies using their judgment as to what 
should be done ? 

Mr. Hoxtum. I am sure you recall, Mr. Chairman, that when we 
conducted our hearings in all 10 of the Basin States and listened to 
representatives of every walk of life from each of those 10 States, that 
we found almost unanimous agreement among the people in the basin 
that they wanted their resources developed by one agency,.so that they 
could go to one place and get responsible answers. They did not want 
to have to do what Mr. Hanlon told you yesterday, go first to Huron, 
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f then to Billings, then to Washington, then to Billings and back to 
: Denver. They want to go to one place to an agency with responsibility 
in the basin and get the answers to their questions. it 
They were not in agreement as to how that agency should be created, i] 
. but I think I can say that they were in almost unanimous agreement ~ | 
® that they wanted that agency. I could say as far as I am concerned i 
. that that just strengthened my own conviction that we need that kind | 
of an agency in the Missouri Basin if we are going to get good develop- i 
; ment and good use of our water. : : i 
Senator Murray. I think that is a logical conclusion to arrive at. i] 
d I am sure we ought to be able to work out a program of that kind. | 
Thank you very much for your statement. ] 
a Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say for the record in 
af view of the fact that I have just come in, and have been at a meeting | 
* of the Committee on Public Works, that I regret I could not be here 
rs to hear Mr. Holum’s:‘statement. I shall read it in the record. I think 
os many people may be aware that Mr. Holum gave me a really bad ~ 
- scare last.fall. Nevertheless, we are friends, and I am pleased to have 
him here to appear before the committee. 
Senator Murray. We have a great admiration for you both, Senator 
Case. 
al Mr. Hotum. Thank you. 
Senator Murray. Do you wish to make any further comment, 
Senator ? 
Senator Casr. No, Mr. Chairman. We had a special meeting of the 
Public Works Committee at 9: 30 this morning, which we were assured . 
I would be over before this, but it was just concluded. It was an 
ay executive session and Thad to be there. 
ot Senator Murray. The next witness will be Charles H. Mahoney, 
am Montana ‘State Rural Electrification Association, Jordan, Mont. 
fe. STATEMENT OF CHARLES H. MAHONEY, PRESIDENT, MONTANA 
we, STATE RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ASSOCIATION 
oe Mr. Manonry. Mr. Chairman, with your permission and Senator 
ial Case’s permission, may I stand at the map? 
fc My name is Charles H. Mahoney. I am president of the Montana 
* Transmission & Generating Cooperative, also a member of the McCone 
o Electric Cooperative. I come here this morning to talk to you gentle- 
men, and I would like to answer one thing that was stated here yester- 
a day by some gentlemen from the lower basin, questioning, maybe, — 
te our right to petition this Congress for an investigation into the water 
; handling in the Missouri Basin. 
ire The Montana Legislature, for the benefit of the committee, debates 
han every resolution of memorial to Congress more than we debate any- 
hat thing else. We become national statesmen at that time. Any of you 
other members of the legislature will realize that. This resolution 
wa practically went through without debate. There were no votes against 
to it in the senate in the State of Montana. 
hat Secondly, our Governor, Governor Aronson, signed it and he knew 
a what he was doing when he signed it. He is a very thorough and 
ng distinguished Governor. So we feel in Montana that if we don’t like 


7 something we have a right of petition to our Congress. 
ron, 
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We in Montana feel that way, Mr. Chairman, that you make the 
laws and the rules. If you are satisfied with the program as being 
administered, we have no objections. That is your province. Montana 
is not going to secede from the Union over this, and not going to call 
out the National Guard to keep the water within the State. We want 
it worked in harmony with all the States, as much as anybody, and we 
feel that our Congress is the one for our place of petition. 

Now, gentlemen, my home is within 12 miles of this tip of the lake. 
In 1933, when Fort Peck Dam was authorized, and this is my county, 
we lost more than any county in the State of Montana. You took 
our bottom lands out on the southern edge. We were told at the time 
that this was necessary for flood control. It was long before the 
power question arose. When I came back from the service in 1947, 
they had formed an electric cooperative at the circle. I immediately 
started trying to get power into my area. Thanks to the Rural Elec- 
trification Administration, which this Congress created, I have my 
county, in a sparsely settled area, practically 90 percent covered with 
rural electricity. 

Also, thanks to the Congress of the United States and their far- 
sightedness, I now have a dial telephone that I can pick up and have 
my wife on the phone in a few minutes. I wish to congratulate Con- 
gress very much on those two fine programs. 

This point on the map is Glasgow, with Fort Peck Dam. We, in 
this area, who have 9 cooperatives in Montana and 6 cooperatives 
in North Dakota right under the great Fort Peck, are forced to hunt 
someplace else for power. a. 

This group met with the Bureau of Reclamation at Billings on 
the 11th day of April, to discuss additional power from 1958 through 
1962. At that time we were told, first, at the hearing when we were 
discussing peaks, that we have no problem in this area on peaks. All 
we are short of is energy. - 

For the benefit of the committee, I believe it was 2 years ago you 
authorized the second powerhouse at Fort Peck. We were also told 
at the hearing that they were going to use the second powerhouse for 
peaking only. You have plenty of peaking capacity, by their state- 
ments, in the area, but the second powerhouse is going to be used for 

eaking. 

We in Montana would like to know this, gentlemen: There is less 
water in this area, including the big dams today, than there was when 
Fort Peck was full in 1951. We would like to know the reason why. 

Senator Casr. Would you repeat that statement, please? 

Mr. Manoney. There is less water stored in this area, including all 
the dams today, than there was in Fort Peck alone in 1951. That 
was the statement that was made here yesterday by a man here at 
the hearing. : 9 

Second, gentlemen, here is the capacity of Fort Peck; 19 million 
acre-feet of water. As of last Monday, at 9:30 o’clock, you had 
6,400,000 acre-feet of water in Fort Peck Dam, approximately one- 
third full. se 

To make maximum power at Fort Peck Dam takes 13 million acre- 
feet. We have no fight with the lower basin. We are perfectly 
willing that they use the 6 million acre-feet above the 13 million 
for their chance of using water for downstream operations. 
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Senator Casr. Was there any flood-control storage reserve in the 
planning on Fort Peck? 

Mr. Manoney. I believe there was, Senator. 

Senator Casr. If you had 13 million for power and 6 million for 
downstream, where would you have your flood-control storage? 

Mr. Manoney. The 6 million would be above your maximum of 
power, necessary to create maximum power at Fort Peck. Thirteen 
million acre-feet will create maximum power. You have then 6 
million acre-feet above. That is one thing we would like to know 
in Montana; why Fort. Peck is down to 6,400,000 acre-feet. The 
Bureau told us in Billings that they did not expect Fort Peck to raise 
this.year. In fairness to the Bureau, they are going to place every 
bit of that water through for electricity. 

Another thing we would like to know, and I have seen a set of figures 
on it, but I do. not have them, is how much water in the past number 
of years has gone by not making any power. 

Senator Casz. Are you getting as much power as was allocated by 
the Bureau of Reclamation ? 

Mr. Manonry. Senator, I do not know how much they originally 
set up, but at the present time we can make 40 megawatts of power 
with the present head of water, versus 70 megawatts when the dam 
is up to 13 million acre-feet. ; i 

Senator Casr. Maybe I did not ask the question the way I should 
have to get the information. Is the Bureau of Reclamation delivering 
to you as much power as was promised ? 

Mr. Manonry. Senator, we have in the past, up until the time of the 
new marketing criteria, which, I believe, was argued very much here 
2 or 3 years ago, only contracted on a year-to-year basis ahead, using 
up our supply. We have at the present time in our cooperatives con- 
tracted for enough through 1958. The amount needed for our next 
period of operation, we have been told by the Bureau, they will 


. attempt to get for us, but the last thing they told our cooperative was 


to go out and hunt other places for power as they were not assured 
that they could give us the additional 10,000 kilowatts that the 6 
cooperatives in North Dakota and the 9 in Montana need. 

Senator Casr. Do you get any power from Hungry Horse? 

Mr. Manoney. No, Senator. I will take that up now. I figured 
on covering that in just a second, on the power grid in this area. 

Here is what.I would like to go into: Recreation has been completely 
ruined in Montana on Fort Peck Dam. Going behind the mud flats, 
which is way out, our recreation is over, until we get more water in 
Fort Peck Dam. Furthermore, in order to be fair to the Government, 
they have leased all this land which they had to purchase in addition 
to the edges, taking up these complete places when they bought this 
in 1933. This has become a grand wallow for livestock under the 
present conditions. 

A year ago Montana had a very heavy snow pack in the mountains. 
Fort Peck did not rise. There is one thing I would like to call to the 
attention of the committee. 

There is a little bit of water coming out of Canada. The only 

lace that is furnished in this part, above the mouth, comes out of 
ellowstone Park and the rest of-it rises in the State of Montana. 
This amount comes and rises in our State. 
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Now, gentlemen, here is what has happened. We want you to find 
out the reason. The bus bar has been split right here. There are 
two high-head generators on the east side of the bus bar. On the 
other side there is one low-head generator with a capacity of 15,000 
kilowatts of power. Here is a cooperative that is fed as a preference 
customer; up at Opheim is another cooperative fed as a preference 
customer. Here is Havre, fed as a preference customer, Hill Electric, 
and also Shelby and Cut Bank. 

Those are your entire customers on the west bus of Fort Peck. All 
‘of the rest of the cooperatives are fed from Montana Power, not 
through wheeling but direct. These cooperatives are using 3,400 
kilowatts of power, these two, Glasgow and Opheim. I do not know 
what Glacier, Havre, or Shelby use, but I am confident that neither 
one of them are using any more than our cooperative at Circle is 
using, and that is approximately 4,000 kilowatts. 

I would guess the 15,000 kilowatt generator would furnish every 
bit of preference power that is necessary for these customers. What 
has never come into this discussion any place is this Canyon Ferry. 
Under the present program it is a dam of the Montana Power Co. 
The Federal Government owns a transmission line from Fort Peck 
to Rainbow, which was built at the time of the construction of the 
Fort Peck Dam. I do not know what: year it was, but I believe it 
was about 1950, the Congress appropriated money for a transmission 
line cross there. And an agreement was reached before the line was 
constructed to use Montana Power facilities on the transmission line. 
I have no quarrel with the Montana Power. 

Senator Casr. That is where to where? 

Mr. Manonry. From Canyon Ferry to Great Falls. At that dam, 
you had 50,000 kilowatts of firm power until last fall, at Canyon 
Ferry. Last fall, the Montana Power Co. contracted 25,000 kilowatts 
of that power as firm power. I have at the present time 25,000 kilo- 
watts of firm power going to the Montana Power Co. at dump, at 
Canyon. This came from the Bureau or Reclamation. 

We split the bus here, gentlemen, at Fort Peck, putting in the low- 
head generator which can run at maximum capacity, which is low 
head, and these 5 cooperatives, Cut Bank, Shelby, Havre, Glasgow, 
and Opheim aren’t using any more than that 15,000. 

We are now told by the Bureau that we in this area must look to 
someplace else for a power supply. Montana-Dakota is putting in a 
steam plant, right out of Sidney. My people for the life of them can 
not see why we should go out and purchase steam power which will 
be higher, right under Fort Peck, when there are 25,000 kilowatts of 
firm power laying between Canyon Ferry and Fort Peck that is 

surplus. 

Senator Casr. What is your mill rate there for Bureau power? 

Mr. Manonry. 5.5 mills. 

Senator Cast. What will the steam power be at Sidney ? 

Mr. Manonry. The Montana-Dakota utility company have told us 
so far that they do not believe they will have any capacity for us. But 
they have suggested that we go in and build a plant in conjunction with 
them, like the Dakota Electric has, and the closest that we have been 
able to figure out, without going into it with as much detail as we 
should, this power will cost us between 9 and 10 mills. For the benefit 
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of the committee, I have an awful time explaining to my people, when 
here is the water, here is where it falls, and we have to go into steam 
power, when there is this surplus from Canyon Ferry. The Bureau 
at Billings, which has been very fair to us, said one of the bottlenecks 
was the transmission line at Canyon Ferry, that they could not feed 
it across. 

Senator Casr. Was Canyon Ferry a Bureau of Reclamation Dam or 
an Army Engineer dam? 

Mr. Manoney. I would not know, sir, all I know is that there is 
adam there. I believe it is Bureau. 

Senator Casr. It was a Bureau dam and Fort Peck is an Army dam. 

Mr. Manoney. That is right. We would like to know in Montana 
if we can have this committee find out if they can dump Fort Peck 
and can they dump Canyon. It is still in the Missouri Basin. 

Secondly, gentlemen, why should the division of power be right 
through here? I will state this for the record: One of these is 
Montana Power territory and the other is MBU territory on the east. 
We wonder if the bus has been split for the benefit of the power com- 
panies in place of the Bureau for the overall program. 

Senator Casr. Does Bonneville come into western Montana? 

Mr. Manonry. Bonneville comes only down into an area right in 
here, which is the east side, and this, I might state for the benefit of 
the committee, is in the Vigilante Dillon. I might state the reason 
this came up, Senator, digressing just a second: One time Montana 
had a resolution in that was going to take and divide the power so 
that you could not take power from the east side to the west side of 
the Continental Divide. There happened to be a good friend of mine 
serving in the Senate at that time, and I asked him where his co- 
operative was going to get their power. . 

‘ Senator Casr. You understand, in asking these questions, I am 
simply trying to bring out the facts. I understand there was some di- 
vision of territory some time ago which involved Bonneville. 

Mr. Manonry. This whole area with the Montana Power ties 
through. They tie both sides to Bonneville and to the Missouri Basin 
side, through the Montana Power tie-in only, Senator. As you well 
remember, the last end of the line is at Great Falls, as the Bureau- 
owned line. I do not want to take any more time of the committee 
than is necessary. I would like to sum up just a few points that we 
would like to have the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs and Public 
Works Committees check into for us in Montana. Let us say that 
we are willing—and Montana is perfectly willing—to give you and 
let you use the 6 million acre-feet, which is dumped above our neces- 
sary 13 million for maximum power. That gives you a third of the 
dam. If you have got into problems like the Saturday Evening Post 
stated, way down here in New Orleans, we are even willing to give 
you some more. We do not want any people to suffer. We are per- 
fectly willing for all of this country down here to the south to have 
their shipping. But what would have happened if we had to drain 
Fort Peck down from 19 million to 6 million acre-feet during the last 
years? We would have had no Fort Peck and there would have been 
absolutely no shipping. 

So let’s check on the water, let’s check on the bus bar, why the bus 
bar is split here, why it is that there are 13,000 kilowatts generating on 
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the west but, where there are only 5 preference customers, and the 5 
of them are not using any more than 15,000, why we cannot get the 
25,000 made available to us in eastern Montana that are now going as 
dump power to the Montana Power Co. over into our eastern area, 

Are there any questions ? 

If not, that concludes my statement. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, I assume that both the Bureau of 
Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers will be called upon to an- 
swer questions like this and other questions that may arise during the 
hearings. 

Senator Murray. That is correct. 

- If there are no questions, thank you very much for your statement, 
Mr. Mahoney. I think you have brought out some fine points for our 
consideration. 

Mr. Manoney. Thank you. 

Senator Murray. The next witness will be John F. Lindley, from 
Chamberlain, S. Dak., their chamber of commerce. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN F. LINDLEY, REPRESENTING CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE OF THE CITY OF CHAMBERLAIN, S. DAK. 


Mr. Linptey. Mr. Chairman, my name is John F. Lindley, of 
Chamberlain. I have with me 5 copies of 2. different photographs 
made of the Chamberlain, S. Dak., area that I would like to file with 
these committees. 

Senator Murray. They will be incorporated in the record. I do 
not believe they can be duplicated as pictures, but they will be carried 
in the record. 

Mr. Linptey. I refer to the pictures in my statement. 

(The photographs referred to follow:) 
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Mr. Linptey. I am an attorney living in n the city of Chamberlain, 
S. Dak. I appear before you on behalf of the city of Chamberlain. 
We have introduced copies of resolutions by both the city commission 
and the community club asking that the water level at Fort Randall 
Reservoir be maintained at a level of not less than 1 945 feet. We 
have taken several photographs, two of which I have filed along with 
this statement. 

One was taken on Monday afternoon of this w veek, the 29th of April 

1957, when the water level was at 1,348 feet, according to the reading 
taken that day at Chamberlain. The other picture was taken on 
another day, showing the water level at approximately 1,341, during 
the year 1955 or 1956. 

The purpose of these pictures is twofold. They will demonstrate 
to the members of these committees the possibilities for public recrea- 
tion, including fishing, boating, and other water sports for the people 
of central South Dakota when the water level is up, on one hand, and 
the lack of such possibilities when the water level is pulled down for 
use downstream, on the other hand. 

The pictures ‘should also aid the committees to more fully grasp 
our problem created by a low water level. They show clearly that 
water in small shallow pools will tend to become stagnant, begin to 

make unpleasant odors, provide a breeding place for mosquitoes, and 
in general create undesirable conditions in our community. 

Chamberlain had a population of 1,912 persons, according to the 
1950 census. It is estimated to be approximately 2,250 or a little more 
at the present time. We are located on U. S. Highway 16, which is 
the site of the freeway to be built across the State and is the only point 
on an east-west highway, providing access to Fort Randall Reservoir, 
except for the highway crossing the dam itself, which is about 65 
miles downstream on a straight line, being considerably farther either 
by water or highway. 

When the water lev el is up, as it appears in the picture just taken, 
access to the reservoir is provided to people all over the central sec- 
tion of the State. When it is drawn down as it appears in the older 
picture, or to a level even below that, which is frequently the case, 
recreational facilities are practically eliminated. 

May I point out to the Setanta Senators that the area outlined - 
on the older picture was formerly an island. A bridge crossed the 
east channel. The old pillars still mark its location. There was a 
- railroad bridge located to the north. On the west channel, a dike was 
constructed for the railroad and another for the highway. The island 
was covered with trees and developed into a popular picnic and camp- 
ing ground for the entire area. When the engineers first proposed 
Fort Randall Dam, they explained to Chamberlain that, although the 
trees and the island would be lost through inundation, they would 
have a lake in place of the island for recreational purposes. The 
announced levels indicated the operating level of the dam would 
fluctuate between 1,350 and 1,365 feet. Flood stage would be 1,375 
a and the minimum, or limit of drawdown, would be 1,320 

et 

We were assured that we could anticipate a 1,350- to 1,365-foot 
level except on very rare occasions, which would occur in the fall and 
winter after the mosquito season was past. The highest this water — 
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level has reached since the closing of the dam was 1,548 feet on the 
date the picture I have referred to was taken. 

We believe that we have the right to expect that the water level 
should be maintained at a minimum of 1,345 feet during the summer 
and fall months, and we would prefer 1,350 as a minimum. If there is 
not sufficient water to provide a 9-foot channel downstream and still 
leave water to keep the the old island covered during the summer and 
fall months, then in our opinion the amount of water used down- 
stream should be be diminished, until such time as there has been 
additional water stored up to provide it for them, without exposing 
us to the discomfort and actually unhealthy conditions that have 
beeen thrust upon us in the way the water levels have been arbitrarily 
mishandled since the closing of the dam. 

We feel that to continue to take this water away for purposes of 
navigation deprives us of beneficial use of that water, as set forth in 
the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment to the Flood Control Act of 
1944. We are only a little over 2,000 people who are most adversely 
affected by this violation of the law, but we feel that we are entitled 
to its protection. 

We appreciate the opportunity to appear before these committees 
and state our objections to the continued excessive use of Missouri 
River water by the navigation interests downstream. 

Thank you. 

Senator Murray. Are there any questions? 

Senator Casr. I would like to ask, Mr. Lindley, what have the 
engineers told you as the reason for this excessive drawdown ? 

Mr. Lryptey. One difficulty, Senator, and I may be avoiding im- 
mediately a direct answer, has been pointed out by witnesses early 
this morning, the split in authority, in not having one head to this 
business out there, leaves us at times having to write to our Senators, 
as you know, and at other times trying to contact the office at Omaha. 
We get different answers from different places. The only answer 
that seems to make sense so far is that they have not had as much 
water as they needed for everybody’s use. In order to supply enough 
downstream for navigation, they have been forced to draw down 
below the levels that they assured us would have been maintained. 

Senator Casr. The current level is the best it ever has been ? 

Mr. Linpiry. That is correct, Senator. We would not be com- 
plaining if this was the low point rather than it being the high point 
of water storage. 

Senator Casz. The question, I think, will be submitted to the Corps 
of Engineeers, and we will ask for a direct answer on the question 
that you have raised. 

Mr. Linptey. We would certainly appreciate it. I think the Sen- 
ators can see, in looking at the picture, when fish would start to die 
in the shallow water there, that it is not a very pleasant place to 
have your home. 

Thank you, Senators. 

Senator Murray. Thank you very much. 

I am advised that the next three witnesses, Mr. Stiening, Mr. 
Young, and Mr. Bergman, of Valley City, N. Dak., will appear to- 
gether, and thus help to shorten these hearings. 

Will you gentlemen all come forward ? 
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Representative Knurson. Mr. Chairman, may I introduce a spokes- 
man, a constitutent of mine from the Ninth District of Minnesota. 

Mr. Stiening is going to present the testimony. I think he has a 
very pertinent statement to make, Mr. Chairman. Conditions are 
such that we feel the casé is justified in bringing it before this com- 
mittee and receiving immediate consideration. 


Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF HENRY C. STIENING, CHAIRMAN, PUBLIC SERVICE 
COMMISSION, MOORHEAD, MINN., ACCOMPANIED BY JOSEPH 
YOUNG, SUPERINTENDENT, WATER AND LIGHT DEPARTMENT, 
MOORHEAD, MINN. 


Mr. Streninc. My name is Henry C. Stiening. I live in Moorhead, 
Minn. I am a lawyer by profession, but I speak today as former 
mayor of Moorhead, Minn., and present chairman of the Public Serv- 
ice Commission. I have with me Joe Young, our superintendent of 
the water and light department of that public service commission, who 
can answer any technical questions with reference to electrical power 
with which I am not so familiar. 

I feel that we should bring our special problem to you by way of 
pinpointing what is happening to communities by reason of the pur- 
suing of present policies in a river that.is 200 miles west of us. The. 
Missouri River flows between Bismarck and Mandan, and that is 
the closest point that it gets to the Moorhead, I believe. That is 200 
miles away. Our difficulty is growing pains. From 1870 to 1940. we 
increased in population to 9,400, and in 1950 in the census, we dis- 
covered that we had 14,700 people, or an increase of 56 percent. 
Those are round figures. Immediately we were short of water, short 
of electricity, short of sewage facilities, short of everything. All of 
this came on by reason of a tremendous influx of people immediately 
after the close of the Second World War. We got busy and tried to 
eliminate some of our difficulties by getting a 6,000 kilowatt turbine, 
a steam turbine. We have our own plant, our own municipal plant, 
and it is a steam plant. In 1952 we put in this 6,000-kilowatt tur- 
bine. We thought we had our difficulties licked and then we dis- 
covered that the tremendous influx of people into our town was con- 
tinuing. Today, not only by computation from the number of meters 
that we have out, but by count made by our chamber of commerce, we 
have approximately 21,000 people now. What we will have in 1960 
we do not know. Then along came the completion of the Garrison 
Dam. We immediately contacted the Bureau of Reclamation in order 
to get electricity. As a result of negotiations we have a contract 
with the Bureau of Reclamation giving us 14,000 kilowatts of firm 

vwer. We are not getting that yet, and I will cover that situation 
briefly. 

Last fall, along about October, after continued negotiations, the 
Bureau told us that we could get peaking power, and we were fur- 
nished, I believe, 2,000 kilowatts. Mr. Young would know about this 
a little better than I. We were charged a demand charge, I believe, 
of $2,500 a month on that. That went along until a month or two 
ago when the Bureau advised us that they would start giving us 
secondary power. I might say that when we got the peaking power 
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we entered a special contract which in no way did away with the 
original contract. We entered this second contract for peaking power 
to be followed by secondary power, and eventually we would go to the 
original contract on the firm power when available. 

As I said, within the last 60 days we got the secondary power. Both 
peaking beta and secondary eo is a will-o’-the-wisp. Today 
you may have it, tomorrow you haven’t got it. We in Moorhead are 
in a position where we must have something we can rely on and be 
assured that it will be there from day to day, day and night. That 
assurance we do not have on this secondary power. In fact, Mr. 
Young, our superintendent, reports to us that unless there is water in 
Garrison Dam, we may be cut off from secondary power entirely, and 
then we will again have to rely on our own equipment. With our own 

ulpment we can generate 14,000 kilowatts, in our own plant. But 
a lot of our equipment is probably 40 or 50 years old. . It is not reliable 
any more. Wecannot depend on it. The Northern States Power Co. 
is there, and we had a contract with them for 2,500 kilowatts that has 
been eliminated within the last couple of months because they felt, 
they could not take care of us. 

Senator Casz. Mr. Stiening, when you use the word “our,” you are 
referring to the municipal plant at Moorhead ? 

pir. Strenine. Yes; absolutely. Within the last 3 weeks we, and 
when i say “we” I mean our commission, our public service commis- 
sion, we sent Mr. Young, our superintendent, and our city attorney, 
to Billings, Mont., which is the headquarters office of the Bureau, to 
see if we could not get some firm power, because we had heard that 
Valley City and some other cities now had firm power, because we are 
in dire need of some form of firm power in case one of our boilers blows 
out, which has happened. It happened 2 years ago and we were in a 
very bad position for about 10 days. 

Luckily, the Northern States Power Co. was able to help us out on 
a special basis. 

These two men went out fo Billings, and when they came back we 
had a committee meeting. Their report was substantially that they 
had been informed that the Bureau did not know when they could 
give us firm power because of the water situation. That was the first 
thing that we knew that there was going to be water trouble. Since 
then we have heard a lot of it, and especially yesterday and today. We 
are not blaming anyone. We are not here to criticize. But we want 
to lay this matter before you to show you what a situation that has 
developed on the Missouri River with reference to holding water 
means to one community of 21,000 people. That is why we are here. 

In fact, I want to say to you gentlemen that in coming to Wash- 
ington we came by way of New York to see some engineers with 
reference to getting data on a possible installation of a gas turbine. 
The turbine that we have in mind is either 15,000 or 20,000 kilowatts. 
We feel that by 1960 we will not only use up the 14,000 kilowatts that 
we have a contract for with the Bureau, but we will need additional 
power. 

Governor Freeman wrote us a letter not too long ago asking us if we 
could use additional power if it was available. We then told him that 
we would take 6,000 adclitional kilowatts, looking into the future, so 
that we would be taking 20,000 kilowatts of Government power in all. 
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With the growth of our town, I am satisfied we can use all of the 

ower before 1965 or 1970. Since we are growing so fast, we have to 
ste looking into the future in our town. Wecannot get away from it. 
Yesterday the question was asked, I believe by yourself, Mr. Chairman, 
of a witness as to whom he thought should set the policy. I was a 
member of the Minnesota State Senate for 12 years, and I have absolute 
confidence in the elected officials. I feel that here in the Congress of 
the United States is the place to set the policy. I am satisfied that the 
Corps of Army Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation will go 
along with your wishes if you express those wishes to them. 

We had no trouble with State departments while I was in the 
Minnesota State Legislature. 

That is my statement. I am very happy to have had you take the 
time to listen to us. 

Senator Murray. Have you any questions, Senator? 

Senator Caser. I have 1 or 2. 

Mr. Liypiey. Before you ask any questions, Senator, may I also for 
the record give my thanks to Representative Coya Knutson, from my 
district, who has so kindly come over here to sit in on this, hearing. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I am sure we are pleased to have the 
statement of this gentleman, and also to have Mrs. Knutson with us 
this morning. 

Mr. Stiening, is any part of the State of Minnesota west of the 98th 
meridian, do you know? . 

Mr. Sternrno. I think it is all west. We looked at a map this morn- 
ing, and it seems tome-——__ - 

Mr. Youna. No. Weare not west. We are east. 

Mr. Srrentna. Iam sorry. I got the question wrong.. We are east. 
I think the 98th meridian approximately runs through Valley City, 
which is 80 miles west of us. 

Senator Case. Yesterday we heard some varying interpretations 
given of the so-called O’Mahoney-Milliken amendment, and under one 
interpretation it would cover electrical power and under another it 
would not. But if it should cover electrical power, it would say that 
the use of water for navigation should not interfere with the use of 
that water for beneficial consumptive use in States which lie wholly 
or partly west of the 98th meridian. .That would not extend protection 
to Minnesota nor to Iowa, if that interpretation were acceptable. 

Mr. Srei1nrya. That is one of our big worries, after listening here 
yesterday. 

Mr. Youna. I brought that to Mr. Stiening’s attention this morn- 
ing. I thought that was really serious, as far as we are concerned. 
We have depended a lot, the community has depended a lot, on getting 
this Garrison power. It takes a considerable length of time to plan 
and install turbines in a municipality; about 2 years. We really think 
we are in a bad way because we do not get some firm power. The city 
would be satisfied with just a fraction of what they were promised the 
way they are talking now, they do not have the water and they can- 
not promise any firm power. They are charging us more now for 
this peaking power than they are for the firm power. Then they are 
turning around and giving all of this dump power to these other com- 
panies for just a tiny fraction of what they are asking us for firm 
power that they will not give us. 
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Senator Case. I think, Mr. Chairman, that this question of the 
disposal of the dump power, and the rates at which it is disposed 
of is a question that the committee should go into. 

Senator Murray. That is correct, Senator Case. It is of very vital 
importance. We will have to go into that very carefully. 

Mr. Youne. Here is the deal. It just does not seem to make sense. 
The Bureau of Reclamation personnel, they are just wonderful to 
deal with, and they cooperate with us. The line was not built, 
the substation was not built. I wrote and said “Can you put the cur- 
rent over there at reduced voltage and get us some service?” Because 
we were in a precarious position. They did that. They brought in 
a substation; we paid for the work and all of that. We were glad to 
do it, and they said “Here, we will give you peaking power.” 

Peaking power means that you w vill pay the demand charge, you use 
the energy, and then you return that energy to them. You either 
return it over your own facilities or over other facilities. It happened 
we made an arrangement with the Central Power Cooperative to return 
this energy'to them. The idea is on the face of it that they wanted 
to conserve that water in back of the dam, or else why would they 

want the energy back in the lines?) Then they charged us $1.25, to 
te with, instead of 75 cents, which is a considerable difference. 

Here we go to all the trouble to put that energy in the line, in order 
to conserve “the water, and now they say they are running the water 
down the river to float some barges. They do not get any money out 
of that, do they ? 

Mr. Srrenrnc. Explain, Mr. Young, about us having to continue to 
pay the $2,500. I probably did not mike that clear 

Mr. Young. We had that discussion with them. Then they came 
around and said “Now, you have to pay that demand charge right 
straight through until firm power is available.” 

That is $2,500 a month. The peaking power is not available now, 
because they got secondary energy on the line. It would be silly to put 
energy into that line when they are just dumping water. So that is 
a discussion we have had with them on the interpretation of the con- 
tract. They are having us continue to pay that charge. What we 
believe is that we should get a portion of our firm power and then, if 
they have secondary power available, we will be glad to take some of 
that, too. 

Senator Case. You apparently also have this. problem of dealing 
with 2 agencies, or at least the decisions of 2 agencies affecting your 
problem. 

Mr. Youna. That is right, Mr. Senator. But I tell you, we have 
dealt practically all the time with the Bureau of Reclamation and 
nobody else. 

Senator Casr. The Bureau of Reclamation is not the agency that 
releases water for navigation. E 

Mr. Youne. That is what I understand. I understand that the 
Army has the authority over the release of water. I think it is really 
important and affects the economics of our system adversely. We 
were wondering when we heard about this water being released, and 
that is why we came down here to see if there wasn’t something that 
could be done about it. If it is not necessary, we would certainly like 
to get a portion of the firm power we are asking for. 
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Senator Case. Perhaps this is unsolicited, but in view of the prob- 
lems that other areas are having about power, I think you were well 
advised to come down by way ‘of New York and get such informa- 
tion as you could about other sources. 

Mr. Youne. We really are quite worried about it. We thought 
this thing was all set up. You know, the Bureau of Reclamation men 
have been coming in to our town for the last 10 years, telling us about 
this power to be av ailable, and telling us our preference status and 
one thing and another. We thought the whole thing was ready to go 
but it evidently is not. 

Senator Murray. Thank you for your statement. 

Mr. Bergman, do you wish to make any comments # 


STATEMENT OF OSCAR BERGMAN, VALLEY CITY, N. DAK. 


Mr. Bereman. I would like to comment on the cooperation between 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers. We have 
been receiving power from the Bureau for approximately 14 months. 
We find that the Corps of Engineers apparently controls the re- 
leases, whereas the Bureau of Rec lamation are the people that, let us 
say, allocate the power to the various communities. It just so hap- 
pened last winter on the Oahe Dam project they continued to work, 
during the winter months, and the Corps of Engineers did not have 
any power for the contractors to try to push the tunnels through. 

it wound up we furnished power to Oahe from Valley City, N. D., 
which is approximately 500 miles. I feel that the power must have 
been available; it must have been. The small additional releases that 
would be necessary to supply 800-kilowatt power to Oahe certainly 
should not have had to come from Valley City. 

Senator Murray. Does that conclude your statement ? 

Mr. Bereman. Yes. 

Senator Casr. How did that power come from Valley City? What 
was the source of the power / 

Mr. Bergman. Actually, we were firmed up with 2,500 kilowatts of 
the Bureau of Reclamation. So it was more or less of an interchange 
of power. We dropped off and started to generate more power in our 
plant and interchanged our power with Bureau power. Actually, 
Bureau power flowed to Oahe. 

Senator Case. The 1944 act provides, however, that it is only 
power which is not needed for the operation of the works that the 
Secretary of the Army or War Department delivers to the Bureau 
of Reclamation or to the Department of the Interior for resale. I 
would assume that probably the the first call on the power, under the 
basic law, would rest with the Army Engineers for the operation of 
their works, which would include the construction, I assume. 

Mr. Bereman. Well, of course it was private contractors building 
the dam. Therefore, I would imagine that they assume that it was 
up to the private contractor to furnish his own power. 

Senator Case. It might be. That would depend on the contract that 
was let for the job. 

Representative Knurson. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Senator Murray. You may. 
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Representative Knutson. In this particular bill, on page 2, would 
we have to amend this bill to be included, legally? We are east of 
the 98th meridian. 

Senator Murray. That would come under the O’Mahoney-Millikin 
amendment. — 

Representative Knurson. Would we be included ? 

Senator Murray. No, you would not, if you are outside of this 
area. 

Representative Knutson. Then we would have to amend this bill 
to make it all legal ? 

Senator Murray. Yes, you would. 

Representative Knutson. Then we will try to. 

Mr. StreninG. May I make a further statement, Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator Murray. Yes. 

Mr. Srrenina. The high line, I call it the high line, that the Govern- 
ment originally built went from Garrison Dam as far east as James- 
town, and Jamestown is 40 miles west of Valley City, which Mr. Berg- 
man comes from. When I was mayor of Moorhead in 1942 or 1943, one 
of those years, the Senate had appropriated $10 million to extend that! 
line to a point a couple of miles west of Fargo. The House did not 
go along with that. Myself, as mayor, and Mr. Young came to 
Washington and we saw every member of the House committee and 
told them the very problem that we are telling you here today. We 
told them the same story, insofar as our troubles in growth are con- 
cerned. They saw that, and I like to think that our visit with them 
had its effect, because the conference committees then wrote the $10 
million into the bill and the line was built from Jamestown to Fargo. 

Fargo is just across the Little Red River from Moorhead. We are 
all one big community. I am thunderstruck hearing here that under 
the existing law the 98th parallel is the east boundary. .I cannot 
‘understand how that big line was ever built west, east clear up to 
Fargo. It puzzles me alittle bit, and I do not have the answer to it, 
as to why that was done, letting us people believe we are going to 
get this power, and now we are cut off at the 98th meridian. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I might observe that the language 
in the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment, and whether or not it applies 
to the situation I am not attempting to say, if it does apply to the 
situation, refers to the States which lie wholly or partly west of the 
98th meridian. : 

Fargo, of course, is in North Dakota, which does lie partly west of 
the 98th meridian. 

Mr. Bereman. Mr. Chairman, it might be well to bring into this 
testimony that I happened to be up and around Garrison Dam on busi- 
ness 4 weeks ago. I stopped in there and took a tour through the dam. 
I asked one question: “How does your water, your pool level, com- 
pare today with as it was 1 year ago?” The commanding officer told 
me at that time, if my memory serves me right, that it was 3.2 feet 
lower than it was a year ago. Then I asked him: “What would have 
to take place in order to get sufficient waters in back of Garrison 

Dam to meet part of the firm commitments?” 

' He told me they would have to have approximately 4 years of addi- 
tional abnormal rainfall in order to fill up the basin. So it does not 
look like this.problem can be solved today. 
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Senator Casz. That was why I made the remark I did a while ago 
about going to some other source. I think you are confronted with 
an actual situation, and since you do have a real problem of meeting 
the need there, you have to face those facts. 

Mr. Youna. But Senator, we depended on this power, and even if 
we go ahead and increase the size of our plant, it would be a matter 
of 2 years. It seems to me that there should be some way that we 
could get some portion of that commitment of firm power, just like 
a good many other utilities are getting it around the west there, in 
view of the fact that they led us to believe that it would be available 
by now. 

" Behistoe Case. Did your contract with the Bureau provide that in 
case they did not have the power from hydro plants, that they would 
purchase it elsewhere ? 

Mr. Younea. No, sir. 

They gave us to understand in the first instance that the power 
would be available by 1956. Or maybe it was 1957. But the contract 
when it was actually signed in January 1955 said that that firm power 
would be available in 1959. That is their commitment. I do- not 
know if they are going to get it all from hydropower or not, Senator. 

Senator Murray. You people have presented very fine statements 
here this morning. It seems to me that they iocali be given very 
careful study. I am sure the joint committee will give very careful 
consideration to your testimony. . 

Mr. Strentne. Thank you very much. 

‘Mr. Youne. Thank you. 

Mr. Bereman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Representative KNurson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members 
of the committee. 

Senator Murray. The next witness is Harry Green, Rosebud Elec- 
tric Cooperative, of Gregory, S. Dak. 


STATEMENT OF HARRY M. GREEN, MANAGER, ROSEBUD ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE, INC., GREGORY, S. DAK. 


Mr. Green. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is 
Harry M. Green. I am manager of the Rosebud Electric Cooperative, 
Inc., a distribution electric cooperative, financed through the Rural 
Electrification Administration and serving 4,000 urban and farm fam- 
ilies in south central South Dakota. 

The Rosebud system, like many other systems in western South 
Dakota, are comparatively new and have their growing period ahead 
of them. People in the area, both urban and on the farm, are just 
beginning to make full use of electricity effectively and in quantities 
far above what was expected would be used a few years ago. 

At the inception of REA in this area, the anticipated wide use of 
power, gained from the experience of older cooperatives in the other 
areas, quite naturally brought on the question of a wholesale power 
source In sufficient quantities to provide for the expanding needs of 
the people and at a price they could afford to pay. 

About 3 years ago the United States Bureau of Reclamation and the 
Corps of Army Engineers completed the Fort Randall Dam project 
and certain other facilities, such as transmission lines, a part of which 
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extends approximately 70 miles northwest of the dam. ‘The people in 
the area are extremely thankful for the progress that has been made 
in this respect and for the low cost power that has been made available 
for them. Power brought into the area, from the dam, reduced the 
wholesale cost approximately 66 percent below that purchased from 
power suppliers in the State of Nebraska, and generated by locally 
owned diesel plants. 

I would like to bring to your attention the fact that most of the 
rural electric systems, west of the Missouri River in South Dakota, 
would not be in existence now had it not been for the early planning 
for the development of the Missouri River Basin which would eventu- 
ally make available an abundance of cheap hydroelectric power for 
these rural electric systems. 

On or about December 11, 1951, the Rosebud Electric Cooperative 
and the United States Bureau of Reclamation entered into a contract 
for the delivery of power from the Bureau system at certain specified 
points in the area. In March 1955, at the request of the USBR, the 
above-mentioned contract was replaced by another contract stipulating 
certain points of delivery and, among other things, setting a maximum 
of 4,000 kilowatts to be “delivered to the Rosebud system through the 
year 1958. We did not object to this amount except that we were 
informed, not once, but many times, should our requirements exceed 
the 4,000 kilowatts allotted to our system, we would have to look else- 
where for additional sources of power. 

What I would like to point out to this committee is, even though 
we are a preference customer of the United States Government and our 
members are paying their portion of the cost of providing Federal 
hydropower, through their electric bills, the Bureau of Reclamation 
has never indicated that they are willing to accept their utility re- 
sponsibility in regard to supplying, us with the necessary power re- 
quirements for the continuing and increasing needs of the people in 
the area. 

About a year ago, our cooperative, along with some 28 other org: an-_ 
izations in South Dakota, set out, through long-range fore« asts, to 
determine what rates would have to be charged for power delivered to 
our members for the many uses required on the farm and in the 
farm home. One of the important parts of this study was a survey 
that determined our members would ultimately require 15,000 to 18,000 
kilowatt-hours per year. Having determined this, we then set out, 
through engineering firms, to determine what the cost would be to 
supply our people with these large amounts of power. It was found 
that we could determine, close enough for the purpose of study, the 
cost of distributing the power. 

Senator Casr. Before you go to the next portion of your statement, 
I would like to clarify a point. You said a while ago that your 
cooperative, along with 28 others, set out to make this study and 
then you determined that your members would ultimately require 
15,000 to 18,000 kilowatt-hours per year. 

Does that statement of 15.000'to 18,000 refer to the 28 other organ - 
izations or just to Rosebud ? 

Mr. Green. It was our own organization. 

Senator Casr. Rosebud alone? 

Mr. Green. That is right. 
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Senator Cas. So what has been satisfied with 4,000 will require 
15,000 to 18,000 or, in other words, about 4 times as much ? 

Mr. Green. That is right. That is an estimated figure. 

Senator Case. Did that same statement apply to the others in the 
28-member organization ? 

Mr. Green. I cannot speak for the others, but I think you will find 
to be fairly representative. 

‘Senator Casr. It is fairly representative ? 

Mr. Green. Or more. 

Senator Casr. That is a very substantial increase, Mr. Chairman, 
four times. 

Senator Murray. Yes. 

Senator Barrerr. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Green a 
question. 

On page 2, Mr. Green, in the next to the last paragraph, you state 
that the Bureau of Reclamation has never indicated that they are 
willing to accept their utility responsibility in regard to ‘supplying 
you with the necessary power requirements for the continuing and 
increasing needs of the people in the area. 

What I would like to ask you is just what is the responsibility of 
the Bureau of Reclamation in that regard ¢ I do not have any idea 
that they are under any responsibility in Wyoming to furnish us’ 
power. T would like to pursue that a bit. What is their responsibility, 
in your opinion? ; 

Mr. Green. Well, in my mind the Bureau, as a power supplier, 
should furnish the necessary power for an area. 

Senator Barrerr. You do not mean to say that they are under 
some obligation to you to.go out and generate the power and bring 
it in to you; do you? 

Mr. Green. Not any mere for us than for any of the other pref- 
erence customers, I would say, The way I look at it, as I stated here 
before, we have to depend on them for our-power or go elsewhere 
to get it. There is not any power in our area except what we would 
have to provide from pl: ints to generate. 

Senator Barrerr. I thought they were under no obligation to you, 
but if they did have the power available, then they might be under 
a responsibility to deliver it to prefer ence customers. I was not quite 
clear what you were driving at. They are under no ohiegeten to 
go out and get the power to keep up with the demand; are they ? 

Mr. Green. Not that I know of. I assume that they should supply 
an area because there is no other supply there. We are right next 
to the dam. We are within 60 or 70 miles of Fort Randall. 

Senator Case. Let us pursue that a moment, if we may, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Green, what do you regard as the responsibility of the Rosebud 
Cooperative for the consumers in your area? 

Let me make it a little clearer. Do.you supply power to the farmers 
and to the townspeople in the vicinity of Gregory ? 

Mr. GREEN. We do. 

Senator Case. Do they have any other source of commercial supply ? 

Mr. Green. There is none. 

Senator Case. If the people in Gregory or the en immediately 
adjacent to Gregory need more power, would you feel that the Rosebud 
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Electric Cooperative has a responsibility to get that power for them? 

Mr. Green. Yes, sir. ; 

Senator Cass. And when you refer to the utility responsibility of 
the Bureau, are you carrying that one step further and saying “We 
have a responsibility to the people in the consumer area that we supply, 
so we look to our power supply to supply us with the power that we 
need to serve our customers” ¢ 

Mr. Green. That is correct. I was going to bring that out a little 
later. 

Senator Murray. You may proceed with your statement. 

Mr. Green. However, our plans for supplying power in abundance 
at the lowest possible cost were hampered by two situations. 

1. Will the Bureau of Reclamation accept its utility responsibility 
as a supplier of power to furnish the necessary needs for the increasing 
demands of our members? The cooperative must accept its utility 
responsibility to its members, but our power supplier, the United States 
Bureau of Reclamation, does not accept its responsibility to the coop- 
erative. We are confident that if the operation of the dams, and the 
Missouri River Basin in general, are managed to produce the maximum 
amount of benefits to the people, namely, water for domestic use, irri- 
gation, and industrial hydroelectric power and recreation, we can, per- 
haps, be a little more confident of our ability to supply the needs of 
our people with Bureau power. As stated above, our members, like 
many other preference ‘customers of Federal power, are financing, 
through their electric bills, the large share of the reimbursable por- 
tion of the dam, but the people who are paying for these projects have 
no voice in their management or operation and the possible benefits 
that could accrue will probably never occur under the present policy 
and management. sr 

2. The same holds true with the transmission facilities of the Bureau 
in this area. The present facilities are adequate to care for the re- 
quirements now, but our engineers inform us that in order to care 
for the increased demands, as indicated in our long-range planning 
program, several hundred thousand dollars will have to be invested 
in transmission lines and substation equipment. This we are willing 
to do, but with a bottleneck between our system and the source of 
supply, it would be a very poor investment. This would be like build- 
ing a water system, in a town, with 4-inch mains and ample capacity 
to serve all the residents, and then having a 1-inch line to feed the 
entire town. 

We firmly believe that the United States Government is morally 
obligated to accept its utility responsibility to its customers, which, 
under the present system of management of the dams and waterways 
of the Missouri Basin and the policy as set up by the Bureau of Rec- 
Jamation for the operation of their transmission system, is completely 
ignored. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members. 

Senator Murray. Are there any further questions? 

If not, thank you very much for your statement. 

That concludes the list of witnesses this morning. 

The committee will now recess until 2 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 11:45 a. m., the committee was recessed, to recon- 
vene at 2 p. m. the same day.) 
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Senator Murray. The cominittee will be in order, please. 

During the hearing this morning, Mr. Holum referred to the report 
of the Missouri Basin Commission survey made in 1953. Both Mr. 
Holum and I were members of that Commissoin. I feel they did excel- 
lent work and made some very fine recommendations. Since this 
material is pertinent to this inquiry, we will incorporate the report 
of that Commission by reference in the files of this hearing. 

Two Members of the House of Representatives are scheduled to 
testify this afternoon, but because of the House being in session they 
will have to be heard whenever they can appear. 

- Our first witness will be City Commissioner Francis McNeary, of 
Aberdeen, S. Dak. 

We will hear Congressman McGovern and Congressman Aspinall 
when they arrive. 

Mr. McNeary, will you please come forward ? 


STATEMENT OF FRANCIS McNEARY, ABERDEEN, S. DAK. 


Mr. McNeary. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make reference to two 
different letters, and I would like to offer them to the committee. 

Senator Murray. Do you want them incorporated inthe record ? 

Mr. McNeary Yes, sir. 

Senator Murray. Very well. 

(The letters referred to follow :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Huron, 8. Dak., September 10, 1956. 
Hon. J. CLirton HuRLBERT, 
Mayor of the City of Aberdeen, Aberdeen, S. Dak. 


My Dear Mayor Hur.pert: Reference is made to your letter of June 14, 1956, 
and our subsequent telephone and personal contacts with Commissioner Francis 
McNeary relative to your request for 200 kilowatts of additional firm power. 

As we have indicated verbally, all firm. power available from Federal hydro- 
electric plants in this area has already been committed. For that reason, the 
Bureau of Reclamation is not in position to supply you with additional firm power 
at this time for water pumping or other uses. 

No additional firm power is in prospect prior to 1961 or 1962 when the Oahe 
Dam and powerplant is tentatively scheduled for completion. 

We regret our inability to comply with your request for additional firm power. 

Sincerely yours, ‘ 
G. J. CHENEY, Project Manager. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
‘ BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Huron, 8. Dak., September 20, 1956. 
Hon. J. CLIrron HuRLBERT, 
Mayor of the City of Aberdeen, Aberdeen, 8S. Dak. 


My Dear Mayor Hurvsert: Reference is made to your letter of September 10, 
1956, in which you request 200 kilowatts of nonfirm power (secondary or dump) 
for municipal use at the Pickus pit. 

As the term implies, nonfirm energy is not available at all times. It is subject 
to curtailment or total interruption as required by water supply or other condi- 
tions which may exist on the Bureau system. In general, Bureau nonfirm energy 
is available only during the navigation season normally extending from mid- 
March to mid-November. Ordinarily, although your case may be an exception, 
power customers of the Bureau require power and energy on a year-round basis. 
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For that reason the Bureau, as a matter of policy, requires that any customers 
contracting for secondary or dump energy have sufficient firm capacity to supply 
all or part of the load normally supplied by secondary energy when it (the 
Bureau) for any reason cannot supply the energy required to serve that load. 

For the above reasons, the Bureau will be unable, under present circumstances, 
to supply nonfirm energy for your municipal pumping requirements at the Pickus 


pit. 
It occurs to us that there may be a possibility that the nature of the pumping 


requirement at the Pickus pit is such that your city could use, and the Bureau 
could supply, seasonal firm power. Seasonal power would be available only 
during the navigation season and would, therefore, be of value only to those who 
would not require that power beyond the navigation season. We will be pleased 
to discuss this matter further with you in the event you feel that such power 
would be of benefit in your situation. 

It appears to us that there remain a number of items which perhaps should 
be discussed in the interest of clarification. Among these are the matter of 
transmission and substation capacity and availability, the possibility of operating 
your pumping equipment during offpeak periods or, failing in that, to stagger your 
operations so that portions of this pumping equipment could be operated on an 
offpeak period. By so doing, it is wholly possible that you could accomplish your 
pumping requirements within the limitations established in your present firm 
power contract. If you would be interested in a discussion of these matters, we 
would be pleased to meet with you for that purpose. We suggest holding the 
meeting here at a date to suit your convenience. 

Sincerely yours, 
G. J. CHENEY, Project Manager. 

Mr. McNeary. Mr. Chairman, I am Francis McNeary, a lifelong 
resident of Aberdeen and Brown County, S. Dak. For the past 8 
years, I have been an elected member of the city commission serving 
the city of Aberdeen as water commissioner. 

Aberdeen has had a water supply. problem since it has been known 
as the Hub City of the Dakotas. The people of Aberdeen, elected 
officials and citizens, have been attempting to solve this problem for 
the past 40 years. Many solutions have come to the limelight and 
they have later passed as impossible, not because of the needs or desires 
of Aberdeen, but because the development of such projects would be 
impossible to finance locally. 

Aberdeen is vital to our State and to the Nation, because of our 
location. We are the crossroads of America. Highway 12, a direct 
route from Puget Sound to Plymouth Rock; Highway 281, Canada 
to Mexico. You know our part in the breadbasket of our Nation, in 
peace and in war. Aberdeen is ideally located for industrial develop- 
ment, particularly for the processing of farm commodities. We have 
been denied that industrial development because of water. We trust 
that the Congress will not permit the water we will need so urgently 
in the future to be committed to downstream uses of lesser value to 
the national economy. 

Aberdeen and the trade area it serves has contributed greatly to the. 
development of the Missouri River Basin program. Consideration 
should in return be given to the people who have sacrificed to make 
this possible. Aberdeen has spent thousands of dollars to harness 
with dams the water of the Elm River and Willow Creek. This is our 
only surface source. In the dry years of 1938 to 1942 we were forced 
to pump surface water from gravel pits.to supplement our needs. In 
1956, and now, we are again in the same position—pumping from 
gravel pits to supply our needs. 
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This year a bond issue of $150,000 was issued to restore a dam on 
Willow Creek. This was voted by taxpayers who fully realized 
that it was not the answer to our water supply, but was only a stop- 
gap measure. I, as water commissioner of Aberdeen, ask this com- 
mittee to recognize our future requirements and make them a part of. 
_ the Bureau’s program on irrigation, et cetera, to be developed in 

Brown County, so we may participate in the benefits in proportion to 
the sacrifices we have made. 

The cost of coal and deisel generation of power in Aberdeen, Brown 
County, and central South Dakota, is one of the highest in the Nation. 
There is a shortage of power in our State and our city has felt the 
impact of that shortage. 

The city of Aberdeen, as preference customer under the Flood Con- 
trol Act of 1944, asked June 14, 1956, for an additional 200 kilowatt- 
hours of firm power for water-pumping needs. August 20, 1956, the 
Bureau of Reclamation told us that it was impossible because all firm 
power available from Federal hydroelectric plants in the area had 
already been committed. September 10, 1956, Aberdeen made appli- 
cation to the Bureau of Reclamation for 200 kilowatt-hours secondary 
power, or dump power, for water-pumping needs. Again, Septem- 
ber 20, 1956, Aberdeen was refused because we did not have firm 
capacity to supply all, or part of the load normally supplied by sec- 
ondary energy when it, the Bureau, for any reason cannot supply the 
energy required to serve the load. Aberdeen has the facilities and 
arrangements for the delivery of adequate power needs. 

I believe it is only fair to tell this committee that the present and 
past district administration at Huron, S. Dak., has done everything 
possible in its power to meet our needs, but high level administrative 
directives have defeated our needs. 

Aberdeen is in the process of developing greater water-pumping 
needs. We have firm allocation of 550-kilowatt hour contract with 
the Bureau of Reclamation. For the winter season of 1956 and 1957 
we have a negotiative contract for 346 kilowatt-hours. 

Surveys, studies, and recommendations have been made by the engi- 
neering firm of Black & Veatch to repair our water facilities. The 
people of Aberdeen have followed their recommendations and voted 
over $2 million to accomplish this. Now we are facing a situation 
where we have the facilities approved, and are in question as to where 
we will receive the necessary power to operate the same. It is esti- 
mated that 1,150 to 1,200 kilovolt-amperes will be needed to operate 
proposed facilities. It is my belief and hope that after careful 
consideration this committee will not let the people of the city of 
Aberdeen and the State of South Dakota down, as they have given 

‘so freely to make the Missouri River program one of the greatest 
projects in modern American history. 
rank you. 
Senator Murray. Thank you very much for your statement. 


The Chair will recognize Congressman Wayne Aspinall, of 
Colorado. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. WAYNE ASPINALL, A UNITED STATES REPRE- 
SENTATIVE FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO 


Representative Asprnatu. Mr. Chairman, and members of the com- 
mittee. As the chairman said, my name is Wayne Aspinall and I 
represent the Fourth District of Colorado in the House of Represent- 
atives. Iam particularly glad to be here at this time, Mr. Chairman, 
when my former colleague from Colorado, the present junior Senator 
from Colorado, is present on the committee. 

I also enjoy being here with my former colleague and the present 
Senator from the State of South Dakota, a member of this committee. 

The Fourth’ District of Colorado covers 24 counties and in those 
counties there are 12 rural electric cooperatives serving approximately 
30,000 consumers, I, therefore, have a very real and personal interest 
in all problems pertaining to an adequate power supply for the rural 
communities of America, although, of course, my direct interest is in 
those rural communities that I represent. 

I am a member of the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee of 
the House and in that committee my principle work has been in con- 
nection with irrigation and reclamation. This has given me an 
intimate knowledge of the water problems of our country. In addi- 
tion, I was privileged during 1952 to serve on the President’s Missouri 
Basin Survey Commission which made an extensive study of the 
water problems of the Missouri River Basin. Because of this, I am 
interested in the water problems of the country generally, and espe- 
cially in the water problems of the Missouri River Basin, even though 
the area that I represent in the House of Representatives has ‘but 
a small portion of it in the Missouri River Basin, and that, as the 
members of this committee know, is known as the North Park area, 
the headwaters of the North Platte River. 

In the studies which the Survey Commission made of the Missouri 
River Basin, we came to the definite conclusion that the use of water 
for hydroelectric power was to be preferred over the use of water 
for navigation, so that whenever, unfortunately, there was a conflict 
between the uses of the water for these two purposes then use of the 
water for power generation was to take precedence. This is a con- 
clusion to which the Survey Commission came as the result of its 
own studies. 

We did not base that conclusion on any existing legal requirements, 
but rather on the overall needs of the Missouri River Basin. There- 
fore, I can report to you that as the result of this very thorough 
study which we made, it was the unanimous conelusion of the Survey 
Commission that power generation needs be met before navigation 
needs. 

I refer you to page 18 of a summary of the recommendations from 
the report of the Missouri Basin Survey Comission, chapter 4, sub- 
section 1: 

Senator Case. Mr. Congressman, would you mind identifying the 
creation of that Commission again ? 

Representative Asprnati. The Commission was created by an act 
of President Truman in 1951, if I remember correctly. It served in 
1952. There were 11 members on the Commission. The membership 
I do not have right on the tip of my tongue, all of them, at the pres- 
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ent time, but there were members from the United States Senate, the 
United States House of Representatives, as well as members from the 
area. 

Senator Case. Was it created in response to a congressional di- 
rective? 

Representative AsprnaLu. As I remember, it was a part of the over- 
all Missouri Basin study created in response to an Executive Order 
‘ No. 10,318. 

Senator Casr. I remember the creation of the Commission. It was 
a very able group. What I am seeking constantly from these refer- 
ences, and I did the same thing a while ago, is I am trying to find if 
there exists any statutory interpretation or definition of priorities or 
of beneficial consumptive use, if there is anything where Congress 
has made a specific finding or set up some priority. I think we ought 
to make it a matter of record, if there is such a thing of record. 

Representative AsPINALL. As I understand the situation, Senator 
Case, that implied setting up of priorities, at least, and to me it is 
expressed. It comes in the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment to the 
Flood Control Act of 1944. The rest of my statement will refer 
briefly to that. 

Senator Case. We had a good deal of discussion of that yesterday, 
and then we ran back into how do.you interpret the O’Mahoney- 
Millikin amendment. I am trying to see if there is any statutory 
interpretation of the amendment. 

Pardon the interruption. 

Representative Asrrnatt. Even though I then had and presently 
have no doubts as to the correctness of this conclusion on the basis 
of my own studies, I feel greatly fortified in my opinion by what 
has already been told to your committees by one whom I consider to 
be one of the outstanding authorities on water problems; namely, 
Senator O’Mahoney. I have been informed that Senator O’ Mahoney 
has testified here that not only should power generation be a pre- 
ferred use as against navigation, but that his amendment to the 
Flood Control Act of 1944 specifying that industrial purposes shall 
be a preferred use as against navigation specifically makes it a legal 
requirement that power generation use be preferred over naviga- 
tion use. 

As I referred to Senator O’Mahoney’s position in this particular 
amendment to the act of 1944, I wish to also advise the committee 
that the former senior Senator from the State of Colorado, Senator 
Eugene Millikin, whose contributions to our National Government, 
national legislative body, are well known by all of us, was a party, 
also, to the drafting of that amendment. 

Senator 0” Mahoney’ s testimony confirms entirely my own convic- 
tions and I wish to take this opportunity to endorse what he has said. 
Clearly, power generation is an industrial use. This seems so clear 
that it should be beyond any question. But if there were any ques- 
tion, certainly it has been disposed of on the authoritative statement 
of Senator O’Mahoney, who stands as a double authority on the sub- 
ject: first, as an outstanding authority on water problems, and, sec- 
ondly, as the man who helped author the very language involved. 

It seems to me that anyone who understands the vital need of ade- 
quate supplies of low-cost power for the farmer would immediately 
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agree that those needs are paramount to navigation needs, so that 
whenever there is that unfortunate situation that exists here, where 
there is not enough water to take care of both power generation and 
navigation needs, certainly the power needs must be taken care of first. 

Therefore, as a matter of sound policy and as a matter of law, it 
seems incumbent upon the agencies charged with the responsibility 
for the operation of the Federal projects in the Missouri River Basin 
to limit the use of the water for navigation to such use as does not 
conflict with the use of the water for power generation. 

Of course, the ideal situation would be if we could produce a solu- 
tion which would take care of all of these desirable purposes. As a 
long-range solution of that type, there are two sound courses of action. 
One is to proceed to develop slack-water navigation so that there will 
be ample water for navigation without encroaching upon the use of 
that water for power generation. Secondly, there should be steam 
generation to firm up the hydrogeneration, so that the maximum bene- 
fits of the hydrogeneration can be realized. 

Over the many years I have been in Congress I have heard time 
and again that the most economic use of hydropower .is in connection 
with steam power. I believe that Government projects should be 
operated on an economic basis. Therefore, I believe that wherever 
feasible there should be steam power to firm up the hydropower. This 
I understand is especially true in the Missouri River Basin because 
the large supplies of low-cost lignite which exist in North and South 
Dakota would make steam generation very inexpensive. 

I therefore join with my friends here from the rural electric co- 
operatives to urge that a program be initiated immediately both for 
slack-water navigation and for steam power to firm up the hydro- 
power in the Missouri Basin and, I might say, elsewhere if it is needed. 

I want to thank you for this opportunity of appearing before you. 
I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for permitting me to testify at this time 
and to present the statement, because I did not feel like I could testify 
otherwise at this time. 

Senator Carroty. I want to say to the distinguished Congressman 
from the Fourth District of Colorado that he has been very, very 
helpful in giving us not only his opinion but giving us the informa- 
tion upon which your survey was based. 

Yesterday we had Senator O’Mahoney stand before this committee 
with a map and give the legislative and historical background to the 
O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment. He has substantiated in every way 
the testimony you have given today, with one additional factor. That 
is that in irrigation—you mentioned farming—in irrigation itself - 
there is testimony before this committee that power is being used for 
irrigation with respect to the Missouri Valley Basin project. I think 
that is substantially correct. 

The cost of the power was 2.5 mills for irrigation use. 

Am I right about that, Senator Case, that power is being used at 
this time, or is it contemplated ? 

Senator Casz. Only to a limited extent, but it is anticipated it will 
be used more. 

Senator Carrot. So it is a part of the operating principles. Sena- 
tor O’Mahoney said there was never any doubt in his mind or in 
Senator Millikin’s mind, that the use of electrical energy was con- 
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templated when they used the descriptive phrase “of beneficial con- 
sumptive use.” Your testimony here today as not only one of the most 
learned men, in my opinion, on water law in the House of Repre- 
_ sentatives and Congress itself, but with your wide ‘experience in that 
_field, will be of great help to those who read the record as they at- 
tempt to give a proper interpretation to the words “of the beneficial 
consumptive use.” 

I thank you very much for coming before this committee. 

Representative AsprnaLu. Thank you. 

_Senator Case. I appreciate the statement very much. Congress- 
man Aspinall has been very helpful in this whole field. 

Senator Carrouu. I think the record ought to further show that 
‘Congressman Aspinall was the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Irrigation and Reclamation in the House of Representatives. 

Senator Murray. Thank you, Congressman Aspinall, for a fine 
presentation. 

Representative Asprnaty. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Murray. Congressman McGovern, will you please come 
forward. 


‘STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE S. McGOVERN, A UNITED STATES 
REPRESENTATIVE FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 


Senator Murray. You may proceed, Congressman. 

Representative McGovern. Mr. Chairman, and members of the 
committee, I am George McGovern, the Congressman from the First 
District of South Dakota. 

The State of South Dakota, incidentally, is cut in half by the Mis- 
_souri River, and the river forms the dividing line between our two 
congressional districts. . 

I want, first of all, to express my personal appreciation to the mem- 
bers of the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, and 
the Senate Public Works Committee, for arranging these important 
hearings, and for finding time in your schedule to hear the people from 
my State and from our area, the upper Missouri region. 

I might also say that I am proud of the membership of the South 
Dakota Legislature for considering and unanimously adopting the 
concurrent resolution which influenced, in part, your decision to hold 
these hearings. 

Water is one of our Nation’s most precious resources. Indeed, 
water and land form the physical foundation on which human beings 
exist. : 

The amount, of sweet water available limits the growth of our cities 
and towns, controls and determines industrial development, regu- 
lates agricultural production, and, when run through hydroelectric 
turbines, has a substantial effect on the availability and cost of electric 
power. With every other area of the Nation cognizant of the im- 
portance of water in our economy, there is some reason to wonder why 
South Dakota has been so generous with its limited supply. 

I am here today to emphasize the fact that the action of our legis- 
lature typifies a new understanding of the value of our resources 
on the part of South Dakota people. If water is a precious resource 
in the Tennessee Valley, where an area one-tenth of the size of the 
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Missouri Valley produces an equal amount of discharge into the Mis- 
sissippi River, then water is certainly much more precious in my 
State. 

We appreciate the fact that the Nation is willing to participate 
in the development of the resources of our area. We are confident that 
the Nation is making a good investment of its funds that will be re- 
paid with the revenue from hydroelectric power and other services, 
and the increasing productivity of our area. 

Because the Congress recognized the value of water in the arid and 
semiarid Middle West, the O’ ‘Mahoney- Millikin amendment was added 
to the Flood Control Act of 1944. We now ask this committee to in- 
vestigate the management of water to determine whether or not the 
watermasters, whoever they may be, are managing the waters of the 
Missouri River in accordance with the intention of the O’Mahoney- 
Millikin amendment and the best interests of the States which pro- 
duce the water and have contributed the land for the reservoir sites. 
We recognize the multipurpose nature of Missouri River develop- 
ment and we seek no quarrel with other States of the Missouri Valley. 

But we have great interest in these investigations. The shortage of 
water always has limited agricultural production in South Dakota. 
We want to be certain that no interest develops an unreasonable claim 
on the water that we need to use for irrigation in the future. Our 
cities and towns are almost universally short of water for domestic 
purposes and industrial development. Naturally, we are determined 
to safeguard their rights to water which is produced and stored in 
South Dakota. 

Rural electrification would not. have been possible in South Dakota 
without Missouri River development. Ours is a State where electric 
power always has been limited in supply and high in cost. After 
1944 the Rural Electric Administration was able to base its feasibility 
studies on Bureau of Reclamation power, and we were able to proceed 
to electrify our farm homes. 

Today, the Bureau of Reclamation is the only source of power 
supply for most of our cooperatives. The Bureau cannot or will not 
assume a utility responsibility toward its customers. The rural elec- 
tric cooperatives, on the other hand, must assume that responsibility to 
their members. Obviously, the preference customers, and particular- 
ly the rural electrics, find themselves in a never- -ending squeeze between 
a power supplier that admits no responsibility for continuity of serv- 
ice, and power users who have an urgent need for an uninterrupted 
supply of power. 

Because of these pressures, and because of their real interest in the 
public welfare, the rural electric leaders of my State have been con- 
tinually alert to problems in connection with our resource develop- 
ment. I am sure that the committee will find them well informed. 

With many of our citizens looking to the Missouri River as their 
sole supply of electric power, it is easy to understand their keen interest 
in water management. Our critical power needs in South Dakota 
come during the winter months, with peak demands generally recorded 
during the “Christmas holiday season. Naturally we are not happy 
with water management that sends our water downstream during the 
summer months and leaves us with a trickle of water and a minimum 
of power when our needs are the greatest. 
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Not only is this management discriminatory against the State which 
provides the water and sacrificed its good river bottom land to provide 
the storage reservoirs but it is reckless with the public purse as well. 
The water which has been impounded at considerable expense to the 
Treasury generates dump power to be sold at bargain prices when 
it is released during the summer months. The same water going 
through the same turbines during the winter months would generate 
much more valuable firm power and peaking capacity and would 
provide a greater return to the public on its investment. 

In South Dakota we have practically limitless supplies of lignite 
coal. With modern technology and large-scale development this low- 
grade coal can and will generate tremendous blocks of power. If 
thermal-generated power from the lignite fields of the Dakotas were 
integrated with the hydroelectric power of the Missouri, we should 
have an abundance of electric energy. Such a system would be capable 
of supporting the Federal investment and our area of the Nation 
well in a position to make a much greater contribution to the 
total national welfare. 

May I respectfully urge these committees to take whatever action 
you deem necessary to safeguard the water rights of an area where 
water is scarce and doubly precious. May I also suggest that you 
reexamine the whole area of Missouri Basin planning and management 
to determine, on the basis of the operating experience which we have 
had to date, if it might not be advisable to substitute one agency with 
overall authority and responsibility for the multiplicity of agencies 
and the divided responsibilities which we have at this present time. 
Such a unified commission could be expected to view the overall prob- 
lems of the Missouri Valley in such a manner as to give-proper evalua- 
tion to the various interests competing for the available water supply. 

Thank you for your courteous attention. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the committee for its attention and 
for the privilege of testifying today. 

Senator Cast. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that this is the 
first opportunity we have had to have the new Congressman from 
South Dakota appear before either the Public Works Committee or a 
joint hearing of the Public Works and Interior. We are glad to have 
him, and I think he has made a very helpful statement. 

Senator Carroiti. I want to say, Congressman McGovern, while I 
have not heard all of the witnesses here since I have been absent when 
some of them testified, that this is the finest, clearest statement I have 
heard about the problems with which this committee is confronted. I 
personally am deeply indebted to you for bringing this to the attention 
of the committee and setting it forth insuch clear and concise terms. 
I desire to thank you very much. 

Representative McGovern. Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank you, 
Senator Carroll, and my colleague from South Dakota, Senator Case, 
for your generous attention. : 

Senator Carroii. Rest assured that Iam sincere. It has been very 
helpful to me, and it gives me a much better picture, as a new member 
of this committee, of the problems with which we are confronted. 

Senator Murray. Thank you very much, Congressman McGovern, 
for a fine presentation. 

The next witness will be William Trommershausen. 
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E. TROMMERSHAUSEN, R. W. BECK & 
ASSOCIATES, UTILITY ANALYSTS AND ENGINEERS, SEATTLE, 
WASH, AND COLUMBUS, NEBR. 


Mr. TrommersHavsEen. Mr. Chairman, and members of the com- 
mittee, my name is William E. Trommershausen. I am principal 
engineer and partner of R. W. Beck & Associates, utility analysts and 
engineers. We are employed for the purpose ‘of this hearing, as 
technical advisers to the East River Electric Power Cooperative, Inc., 
Madison, S. Dak., and a group of cooperatives financed by the Rural 
Electrification Administration, on the Missouri Basin power supply 
matters currently under consideration by these committees in this 
joint hearing. 

Our qualifications to perform this work are based on extensive 
engineering studies and analyses made for major power systems in 
the States of Nebraska and Washington over the past two decades. 

I might also add that the firm specializes in analytical and feas- 
ibility studies. We are at present undertaking rate studies, power 
contract analyses, and economic feasibility studies, on.a very large 
project on the Columbia River, for a bond issue coming up some time 
this year in the amount of about $225 million, which is going to be 
one of the largest revenue bond issues for a public power project, 
hydroelectric power, yet undertaken. 

I give you that as background as to the type of work our firm does. 

In the preparation of this summary, I have had the assistance of 
members of our engineering staff who are specially qualified *» the 
specialized fields of hydraulics, power contracts, and rates, broad 
system studies and operation of major electric systems. 

We have not had time to make a comprehensive, independent 
analysis of balanced water use in the Missouri Basin as between power 
and navigation. 

During our review of the records and reports made available to us, 
we did, however, note several specific areas which appear to justify 
further engineering studies. In this presentation, we are happy to 
offer such suggestions for this committee, all in the spirit, Mr. Chair- 
man, of your opening remarks, that what we need to do is to find 
the best use of this water and try to serve all purposes. 

The next section is entitled “Present Operations of the Power Fea- 
tures of the Missouri Basin Project.” I might say that that was 
prepared to give some background information, to see perhaps if 
someplace along the road we might see where our ‘problems started; 

I want to call your attention | to a very significant sentence in the 
May 1953 report, Power Requirements and ‘Supply of the Missouri 
River Region. On page 23 of that report, a diréct quotation from 


Mr. William H. Gamble, of South Dakota: 


Although a transmission distribution study was considered outside the scope 
of this report, it would appear that no complete picture of the electric power 
supply in the Missouri Basin can be arrived at without considering this problem. 

I might say that in the studies of the reports made available to us, 
we did not find any comprehensive transmission studies T think 
everyone would agree that. transmission lines are one of the tools 
necessary to put this river to work on a multipurpose, comprehensive 
basis. It appears to us that part of your problems have resulted from 
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lack of adequate transmission. We have to make that as a general 
statement because we have not had the opportunity to review trans- 
mission studies. 

According to a letter dated November 26, 1952, to the executive 
director of the Missouri Basin Survey Commission, the Bureau found 
it necessary and desirable to operate certain backbone transmission 
lines. I had to go back to the 1950 report of the President’s Water 
Power Policy Commission in order to find out generally what they 
had in mind. I have summarized from that report. 

The basic transmission grid, as of 1950, contemplated: 

1. Properly interconnect the Federal hydroelectric plants to pro- 
vide maximum integration benefits and also compensate for the in- 
herent inflexibility occasioned by the operation of the water-control 
plan to accommodate the specified navigation releases. 

I would suspect that a part of the problem that the Corps of Engi- 
neers have had in releasing this water bypassing power facilities, 
may, in part, have been due to the fact that the transmission lines 
either were inadequate or did not come in on a proper schedule. 

2. Enable the Federal network to gain a portion of the load di- 
versity inherent in such a widespread operation extending across 
nearly a thousand miles. 

3. Provide reasonably strong interties with the major systems of the 
public and private utilities in the region. 

4. Provide reasonably adequate transmission lines to deliver the 
power to the load centers of the Bureau of Reclamation pumping 
plants, public agencies, and private utilities. 

5. Provide a reasonable amount of transmission capacity hetween 
the tributary powerplants and the main-stem plants, which was con- 
sidered essential to a balanced power operation in the region. 

6. Provide a reasonable amount of interchange capacity between 
Wyoming and South Dakota and between Wyoming and Montana. 

The only other recent transmission map made available for our use 
was one which is included in the November 1956 supplemental report - 
of power requirements and supply. I can only make a very general 
appraisal of this map. If there are AC analyzer network studies 
available, of course, a more detailed analysis could be made. But 
I find from this map that at least a portion of the high-capacity 
230-kilovolt lines between the main stem generating plants have been 
completed and are.operating. The 2 high-capacity 230-kilovolt lines 
planned for interconnection with the transmission networks of Ne- 
braska have not been constructed. 

Instead, a series of short 115-kilovolt transmission lines to north- 
east Nebraska appear to have been constructed as substitute facilities. 

The major high-capacity 230-kilovolt transmission loop, designed 
to integrate the Federal system with the utility systems in North 
Dakota, South Dakota, Iowa, and Minnesota, have been modified sub- 
stantially so that the plan now consists of 3 radial 230-kilovolt lines 
which serve to provide high capacity interties between the main-stem 
generating plants and the systems of private utilities in Minnesota 
and Iowa and provide for deliveries to public agencies both directly 
and by wheeling arranged with the private utilities. 

I might add there that I have learned today that the loop is being 
closed, the top:two radial lines are now being closed, by the bureau ‘by 
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230-kilovolt line under construction in Minnesota. 
be corrected to that extent. 

The interconnecting transmission facilities between Wyoming and 
South Dakota and between Wyoming and Montana have not been con- 
structed as planned, hence the generating plants on the tributary rivers 
and those on the main stem cannot now be effectiv ely and beneficially 
integrated. It is believed that this change in the basic planning may 
- have been one of the major factors in the recurring power shortages 
that the preference customers have been experiencing over the past 
few years. 

So much for this very brief summary on the status of transmission 
lines. 

It may be well to look into the power-marketing plan. Here we 
look back to see what the record shows as to the possible alternate 
courses that were available to the power and hydraulic engineers in 
the Missouri Basin. 

We were given a letter dated November 26, 1952, from the Bureau 
of Reclamation’s regional directors of regions 6 and 7 to the Missouri 
Basin Survey Commission, as hereinbefore mentioned. Two power- 
marketing plans were considered in 1952, generally as follows: 

1. Operate the Missouri Basin hydro plants for peaking in con- 
junction with thermal sources to meet the firm power obligations and 
sell nonfirm energy available during the navigation season as fuel 
displacement for thermal plants. 

2. Sell firm power at normal load factors under a power sales sched- 
ule geared to the availability of such power under the Corps of Engi- ° 
neers’ construction schedule. Such sales would be made to utilities 
having generation and those having none, with appropriate contract- 
ual arrangements made with those utilities having generation. All 

nonfirm energy would be sold as fuel displacement. 

With respect to the above plans, the Bureau of Reclamation con- 
sidered that the “maximum or best use” of the Missouri main-stem 
power system would be realized under the plan involving sales of 
peaking power. Although the record is not clear as to why the second 
plan, involving the sale of firm power on a load-factor basis, was 
adopted by the Bureau of Reclamation at that time, it is possible that 
failure to solve the problem of construction of thermal plants may have 
been the contributing factor. 

Of course, that I do not know. That may have been the factor. If 
the committee desires to know why the second plan was adopted when 
the record indicates that the other plan would have been the best, it 

may be well, as a matter of clarification, to direct that question to 
the Bureau of Reclamation. 

In any event, the record shows that the Bureau of Reclamation 
had anticipated taking care of such minor inadequacies in supply as 
may occur during the construction period of the Missouri Basin 
projects by purchase and interchange arrangements with customers 

aving generating facilities. This “latter provision was a definite 
necessity if the adopted power-marketing plan was to be successful 
in meeting the power requirements of the utilities in the area on an 
orderly and planned basis. This committee may want to make further 
inquiry of the preference customers to see if this plan was carried out 
in practice. 


So my notes should 
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The information is not available to me to supply you with an 
answer to that question. 

The May 1953 report of the Missouri Basin Interagency Committee, 
subcommittee on aaa power, includes, on pages 40, 41, and 42, a 
general policy statement which was intended to serve as a guide to 
the Missouri Basin Interagency Committee, which statement was 
prepared by the presidents of the 15 privately owned utilities oper- 
ating in the Missouri Basin. I make note of it here because in our 
opinion the report is unbalanced in that it did not have a similar 
statement or guide from the public agencies and from the Bureau 
of Reclamation, the principal marketing agent in the basin. If you 
were going to open one side of the question, it would appear to us 
that the Missouri Basin Interagency Committee could well have con- 
sidered the whole project. 

The summary of the policy statement which follows is quoted 
herein for the purpose of pointing out that only one facet of the 
power supply srobians for the Missouri Basin was being fully con- 
sidered by this group of utilities: 

In summary, the investor-owned utilities wish to restate: 

(a) That they have in the past met all the requirements for electric service 
in their respective areas, and, that the building of Federal projects on the 
Missouri River under the Flood Control Act of 1944 in nowise diminishes their 
responsibility in the future for providing firm, adequate electric service to these 
areas. 

(b) That, through interconnection, they have achieved economies and other 
advantages to the benefit of the consumers, and that such practice and policies 
will be continued; that they recognize additional economies may be obtained 
through interconnecting their systems with the hydroelectric plants being 
developed on the Missouri River by the Federal Government. 

(c) That the hydroelectric power produced by the Federal Government should 
be made available, through established distribution agencies, to all consumers 
without discrimination, and with the distinct understanding and contractual 
proviso that any savings thus accrued be passed on to the ultimate consumer. 

The investor-owned utilities suggest that a plan be established and adopted 
for interconnecting the investor-owned systems with the hydroelectric systems 
of the Federal Government, in order to obtain maximum economies for the 
benefit of the ultimate consumer. 


It is to be noted that the May 1953 report of the subcommittee on 
electric power, hereinbefore mentioned, did not include a policy 
statement on distribution and use of federally generated power by 
the preference customers of the Bureau of Reclamation or by the 
Bureau of Reclamation itself, the recognized marketing agent for 
the federally generated power. Hence this report, in our opinion, 
could not be considered to be a fully balanced one. 

A few months later, on September 9, 1953, a revised directive from 
the Department of the Interior modified the existing power-marketing 
policies for the Missouri Basin, which new policy provided that power 
would be sold essentially on the following basis: 

(1) As new Federal generation was placed in commercial operation, 
the Secretary of the Interior would make allocation of firm power 
at normal systems’ load factor to those preference customers which 
could be served directly over their own facilities or those of the Federal 
Government, or could receive oe under wheeling arrangements. 
Firm power was considered to be 110 percent of that which could be 


produced in an adverse year on the Missouri River, as distinguished 
from the critical year criteria customarily used for such determina- 
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tions, with the Federal Government purchasing energy deficiencies 
that might result from such application of the firm power criteria from 
other utilities to the extent that funds were appropriated, annually, 
by Congress. 

I might digress here to state that that presents a problem for the 
preference customers in that you are buying firm power on a load 
factor basis and you cannot be sure, unless the requests are made and 
appropriations are made in adverse years so that the Bureau can buy 
or exchange energy to be whole on your contracts. 1 

(2) All secondary and dump energy available over and above the 
firm power requirements of the Federal Government for its own use 
and sale to its customers would be sold to those utilities in the area 
which could make beneficial use of such nonfirm energy at rates based 
upon 85 percent of the decremental fuel cost of the purchaser. 

I might digress again at this point. As you will note, the purchasers 
of nonfirm energy have a measuring base upon which their power is 
priced. That is 85 percent of fuel cost in a specific area. The pur- 
chasers of firm power now are dependent upon allocations and the 
pay-out schedule. I have reviewed several, and I find there is quite a 
variance in the amount that power revenues are expected to repay. To 
that extent you can see that the firm power purchasers, although they 
are buying power at 5.5 mills average cost now, do not have a base, 
a pricing base, as of today, that is known to us, to know what their 
firm power is going to cost in the years ahead. Only the purchasers 
of nonfirm power have a reasonable base upon which their product 
is priced. 

enator Case. Mr. Trommershausen, did you discover in your study 
whether or not the rate schedule in the Missouri River Basin, on the 
power from these dams, had ever been submitted to the Federal Power 
Commission ? 

Mr. TrommersHavseENn. No, sir, Senator Case. Our analysis did not 
go into that detail, and I cannot answer that question. I think that 
question could perhaps be best directed to the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Senator Casz. We will ask that in time; but it is my impression that 
the basic law provided that on the power sold from the Army engineer 
dams, the rate schedules should be submitted to the Federal Power 
Commission. 

Mr. TromMersHavseEN. That is usually the case on Federal projects. 

Senator Caspr. I was wondering, in view of your statement that they 
had no firm base, if it was not perhaps due partly to the fact that they 
had not made the submission to the Federal Power Commisison and 
had it approved. 

Mr. TrommersHavsEN. The point I wanted to make was the fact 
that inasmuch as the allocation to power costs and the repayment 
schedules had not been firmed up, the firm power. customers do not 
have as of today knowledge upon which their power will be priced. 

Senator Case. Is that due to the fact that the system is only partly 
completed ? 

Mr. TrommersHaAvseEN. I do not know, sir, what is holding up the 
work on the allocation and repayment schedules. I know that in my 
discussions with the client, they furnished us with 38 or 4 tentative 
studies that have been made, 





MISSOURI BASIN WATER PROBLEMS 191 


Senator Cass. A year ago we had a question which was brought up 
before the Public Works Committee with regard to the rate of power 
in the Southwest Power Administration area. There was a proposal 
there to change the rate. It seemed that they had been operating under 
some sort of interim rate. 

We reported out legislation’ to postpone the effectiveness of the 
change in rate until that matter could be studied. 

Are you suggesting here that this temporary rate might be changed 
at a later date? 

Mr. TRoMMERSHAUSEN. It is conceivable. , It is conceivable. 

Senator Cass. I will pursue that further when we have the Bureau 
of Reclamation people. 

_ Senator Murray. Gentlemen, I have a conference that I have had 
arranged for at 2:30. I will have to leave now. I will ask Mr. Car- 
roll to take the chair and I will return as soon as I can get through 
with my conference. : 

Mr. TromMERSHAUSEN. Continuing on the summary of the existing 
power marketing policies, next is item 3. 

(3) Such peaking capacity, without energy, as is available for sale 
from the Federal system would be offered to any utility with genera- 
tion which was in a position to deliver to the Federal reservoirs the 
energy that would be necessary to use the peaking capacity so pur- 
chased. 

Reduced, perhaps, to simpler terms: under such a plan, you would 
simply be renting machine capacity or generating capacity from the 
Federal Government, because you would furnish your own energy 
ahead of time, store it in the Federal reservoir, and the Government 
would run it through the plant and deliver it to the customers. 

Next is item No. 4: 

(4) The Bureau of Reclamation would henceforth not maintain — 
reserve capacity to back up its firm power sales, but would here- 
after depend on its system diversity to provide such reserves as may 
be necessary in actual operation. This revision does not generally 
follow the pattern in the industry and, depending on how it is actually 
administered, it could have an adverse effect on the construction of 
new generating facilities by the preference customers who may want to 
enter into standby and interchange contracts with the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

Since I dictated this, we heard Virgil Hanlon discussing a problem 
that he had, generally along this same line, where he was required to 
purchase emergency service from a local private utility. 

From a letter by Mr. W. A. Dexheimer, Commissioner of Reclama- 
tion, dated March 28, 1957, to Hon. George S. McGovern, Represent- 
ative from South Dakota, a summary of the power sales that were 
made during calendar year 1956 under the present power marketing 

olicy was prepared, which summary is shown as a separate table fol- 
owing this section. 
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(The summary is as follows :) 


Energy sales, 1956, Missouri River Basin, eastern division, Bureau of 
Reclamation * 3 


Sales to Svates, 

| Sales to privately | Federal Government, 
Total sales|- owned utilities public agencies, and 
| megawatt- | others 

hours 


hours of total | hours of total 


| 
oe - — — | | — —_ _ gee 





i 
| Megawatt-| Percent | Megawatt- | Percent 
| 


Firm energy: 
Montana Bas , ; 5, 222 33, 633 20. . 131, dev 
Moran Dekota....................-- | 201, 528 64, 657 32. 1 | 36, 866 
South Dakota. Sab heheh bib oe di 380, 693 3, 296 | 0. 377, 397 
lowa_ z S ~—e ‘ 3, 326 0 | 0 , 326 
Remneeta ee Jit kita. aot , 420 0 | 0 4, 420 
Nebraska...........--- je 38, 467 0 | 0 18, 467 | 








Total firm energy - --- ,316,651 | 101, 586 7. L, 215, 065 
Secondary energy: | Tc : ay 
Montana and North Dakota. -. | 355, 471 195, 348 55. 40, 123 45.0 
South Dakota-- “ _— . 114, 914 93, 765 6 21,149 | 18.4 
Towa. Lobindndbs et ; 2, 613 0 | 2, 613 | 100.0 


Total secondary energy bila auhe --| 472, 998 | 289, 113 1.1 | 83, 885 | | 38. 9 


Dump energy: 
Montana ; , ; x 303, 742 303, 742 ) 0 | 
North Dakota _- ee : 11, 491 11, 491 . 
South Dakota- paeel skates set 51, 063 | 51, 063 
Towa. - - jan aie > 4 | 137, 720 137, 720 
Nebraska ndekidaceal 94,177 | 0 





= 
— 


si 


Total dump energy--------- So 598, 193 | 604, 016 


| 


Total energy: | 
Montana _-_--- 485, 201 | 337, 375 | b9. £ 7, 826 | 
North Dakota.- Otinsapengs Srqeqia dbs bi 552, 248 271, 496 9. 3 280, 752 | 
South Dakota-- 546, 670 | 148, 124 | 1) 398, 546 
lowa. a ; oe ined 226, 659 | 137, 720 | 0. 8 88, 939 
Minnesota é ‘ : 14, 420 | 0 | | . 420 
Nebraska 562, 644 | 0 562, 644 | 








CON OMaN 


2, 387, $42 894,715 | 37.5 | 1,493,127 





a! 


| 
Be 
1 } 


1 Letter from Mr. W. A. Dexheimer to Hon. George 8. McGovern, dated Mar. 28, 1957 
Source: Compiled by R. W. Beck & Associates, Apr..23, 1957. 


Mr. TrommersHavsen. It was noted in the above-mentioned letter 
by Reclamation Commissioner W. A. Dexheimer that only one cus- 
tomer had attempted to use the peaking capacity arrangement during 
1956, and that in a very minor way. I think perhaps that was one 
of the witnesses that testified here this morning. 

It was further noted that, whereas the previous estimates of the 
Bureau of Reclamation indicated that the ratio of firm-power sales 
to nonfirm sales would be approximately 12 to 6, the actual ratio dur- 
ing 1956 was approximately 13 to 11. This.committee may be inter- 
ested in finding out from the Federal agencies operating the Missouri 
‘River system why the present method of operation is producing such 
large quantities of dump energy, which brings substantially less rev- 
enues into the Federal Treasury. 

The following summary of estimates of future power loads, com- 
mitments, and availability of power from the Federal system for the 
period 1958 through 1960 is taken from a letter dated February 19, 
1957, from Assistant Secretary of the Interior, Fred G. Aandalil, to 
Mr. Virgil Hanlon, manager of the East River E lectric Power Co- 
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operative; Inc., of South Dakota. We have taken the summary from 
that letter, and, in view of the fact that that summary was explained 
yesterday by Mr. Hanlon, I will not repeat it here. 

(Summary referred to follows ) 


Eastern division of Missouri River project, including Fort Peck 


[Megawatts at load] 














Firm power cmaenie.. Sian dai piands ehipuiinie Wa Ret titan ae: 
Surplus firm power 
Firm power deficiency --_-__-.-..--- 
Peaking power available_-___..___- 

Adverse water conditions: ? 
i RE a ee ee ee 52 | f 605 
Firm power commitments. -_......-.--- 4b achkeel 5 58 | 560 
Surplus firm power Pbiekba 45 
Firm power deficiency --- -- : ; cm 5 | on 0 
Peaking power available niet | 55 








! Assumes median water conditions in each year from 1957 up to and including the year for which the 
figures are given. 

2 Assumes median water conditions in 1957 and each later year up to the year in question, with adverse 
water conditions in that year. 


Mr. TromMersHaAvsEN. In connection with the substantial deficien- 
cies shown under adverse water conditions in the table above, it is 
to be noted that adverse water conditions are continuing in the Mis- 
souri Basin and, as Assistant Secretary F. G. Aandahl points out, the 
deficiencies could actually be greater than shown. I want to add here 
that the advice that we are giving to our clients is that it appears 
that, as far as the power users are concerned, they can consider that 
they are under adverse water conditions until the main-stem reser- 
voirs are filled. 

Senator Carrot (presiding). Do you care ‘to make any comment, 
referring back to your testimony on page 7, where you suggest to the 
committee that they find out from the Federal agencies operating the 
Missouri River system why the present method of operation is pro- 
ducing such large quantities of dump energy? Do you have any 
ideas about that yourself, as to why they are doing this? 

Mr. Trommersuausen. No: I do not, sir, because, in the short time 
available for our studies, the waterflow records and the manner of 
operation of the individual plants and reservoirs were not made avail- 
able to us. It is an analytical job that can be done very easily by 
the Corps of Engineers aid the Bureau. I think that they would be 
most happy to cooperate in answer to that question. That was one 
of the matters put to us by our clients. I could only answer it by 
comparison, sir. 

Senator Carrot. Thank you. 

Mr. TromMERSHAUSEN. It is to be noted that the power-marketing 
policy of the Bureau of Reclamation does not provide for a continu- 
ing and ever-increasing supply of firm power for the preference cus- 
tomers with which to meet their future power requirements on an 
assured and orderly basis. 

I think everyone understands the-basis for that. On the one hand, 
the Federal Government needs a market for the power produced by 
the Missouri River project in order to provide-a stable financial base 
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for repayment of a substantial portion of the project costs. On the 
other hand, the preference customers, who are ne to purchase 
this federally generated power, are continuing to be faced with both 
_a limited and an uncertain power supply. 

I think the testimony of the last 2 days has borne that out. 

. The preference customers, having a direct public-utility responsi- 
bility to their own customers, need to purchase their firm power sup- 
ply on a more orderly basis or begin installation of generating units 
of their own, either on an individual basis, which may result in 
higher cost power, or on a more economic joint basis with adjacent 
systems. There has been no real incentive to do this under present 
marketing policies, as the Federal Government has continued to hold 
out some hopes that additional amounts of low-cost power would be 
available in perhaps 1, 2, or 3 years. 

That is borne out by Assistant Secretary Aandahl’s letter, in which 
he discusses the availability of .power perhaps in 1960, 1961, and 
1962. 

It is also noted in the various reports studied that water depletions 
through anticipated consumptive use will have a material effect on 
the production of firm energy on the Federal system. According to 
- the Adequacy of Flow Report of the Missouri Basin Interagency Com- 
mittee on April 1951, the water depletions can reduce energy produc- 
tion by as much as 25 percent in the next 40 years. This factor merits 
real consideration in long-term power planning. 

It is also noted that the Missouri Basin Interagency Committee’s 
May 1953 report entitled “Power Requirements and Supply, Missouri 
River Region” makes the finding that the region’s power supply will 
be adequately served through 1970. I would point out that in the 
testimony you heard yesterday and today there appears to be some 
question as to whether the private utilities are going to have enough 
power to meet their own needs and the supplemental power require- 
ments of nearby preference agencies who need more power. 

Senator Carrotu. Will you explain for the record what you mean by 
water depletions through anticipated consumptive use? What do 
you mean by that ? 

Mr. TrommersHavusen. The term “consumptive use,” as I have 
understood it here, is the water that is taken from the reservoirs for 
industrial, for municipal, for farm use, for irrigation use, so that it 
is not available in the reservoirs to go through the generators to make 
power. Inthat reference only do I refer to that. 

Senator Carrotzu. Do you think that those water depletions will be 
so great as to reduce the energy production by.as much as 25 percent 
in the next 40 years? _ 

Mr. TrommersHausen. Sir, that is an analysis made from a table 
contained in the report. That is not my own calculation. 

Senator Case. Mr. Trommershausen, do you consider the use of 
water for the generation of electric energy as a consumptive use ? 

Mr. TromMeERsHAUSEN. Senator Case, you are asking an engineer 
to perhaps move over into a legal field. I have never considered that 
question until it was debated here yesterday. 

Senator Case. When the question was up here yesterday, somebody, 
I think, said that would be going into semantics. . If the lawyers can- 
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not answer it and the engineers cannot answer it, what do the rest of 
us do? 

Senator Carrott. As I recall, Senator Case, Senator O’Mahoney 
said that when they used the phrase in the O’Mahoney-Millikin amend- 
ment of “beneficial consumptive use,” they used it in a sense that it 
would be normally used. In law, we would say “beneficial use.’ 
“Consumptive use” was not to be definitive, as I understood it. That 
is one of the reasons I wet the question of what the witness meant by 

“consumptive use.” 

Your consumptive use was the application of water for industrial 
purposes or farming purposes, which would be a withdrawal of it for 
energy purposes. 

. Mr. TRoMMERSHAUSEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Carrot. It is my understanding from Senator O’Mahoney’s 
definition that that was not the purpose, the intent, and the meaning 
of the “beneficial consumptive use” as set forth in the O’Mahoney- 
Millikin amendment. I seek to make that distinction. 

Senator Casr. The reason I raise the question here is because now we 
find the engineer using the term of “consumptive use.” In what sense 
is consumptive use here employed ? 

Mr. TRomMERSHAUSEN. I would say that the term “consumptive 
use” is used in the same reference that it is used in the adequacy flow 
report, and I simply wanted to point out in working out this 25 
percent figure, that from the standpoint of the power users, sir, they 
should face the fact that in planning on this Missouri Basin system 
as a long-term power supply, the energy portion of their purchases 
could be reduced in the years ahead and that would have a bearing on 
alternate power supply arrangements they might make. 

Senator Caspr. Would the same consumptive use have an effect on 
the water available for navigation ? 

Mr. TromMERSHAUSEN, Sir, if the water was taken from the reser- 
voirs, and could not pass through the generators—was not available 
to pass through the generators—it would not be used downstream to 
maintain a 9-foot channel. 

Senator Casg. So the water used in irrigation, at least to the extent 
that it did not come back to the stream in return flow, or water used 
for industrial purposes or for domestic purposes that did not come 
back to the stream, would be a consumptive use that would result in 
depletions for the produc tion of energy or for navigation ? 

Mr. TromMmersHAvsEN. Senator, I would like to answer the ques- 
tion by stating that the table that I used to make the 25-percent cal- 
culation is on page 79 of the adequacy flow report, in which it sets 
forth the estimated annual generation under the four stages of this 
program, through the year 2000. It uses the words: 

The water requirements for the generation of electric power are not con- 
sumptive in nature, except for relatively insignificant reservoir evaporation 
losses resulting from the ponding operations for power purposes. The potential 
hydroelectric output of the six mainstem projects for the four levels of basin 
development which have been analyzed are presented graphically on a year-to- 
year basis in the foreplates at the end of this report. The gross average gen- 
eration is as follows: 

Senator Case. Who made that study? 

Mr. TromMERsHAUSEN. That is the interagency study, sir, the Mis- 
souri Agency Interagency Study. 
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Senator Casr. The Missouri Basin Interagency Committee ? 
Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Committe, that is right, sir. 
Senator Cass. Does that committee have any legal standing? 

Mr. 'TROMMERHAUSEN. I cannot answer that question. I did not 
look into that phase of the problem. 

Senator Case. It is not created by law, is it? 

Mr. TRoMMERSHAUSEN. Sir, I cannot answer that, because I did 
not check it. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask General Person or 

General Galloway a question. 

Is the Missouri Interagency Basin Committee created by statute, 
or is that an arrangement of convenience among the several Federal 

agencies and the States? 

Maj. Gen. Greratp E. Gatioway. It has some legal background, I 
believe. At 

Mr. Wenvet Jounson. The Missouri Basin Interagency Committee 
was established under a charter from the Federal Interagency Com- 
mittee. It only has that background. 

Senator Case. I think for the purpose of the record you should 
identify yourself. 

Mr. Jounson. My name is Wendel Johnson. I am Chief of the 

a, Engineering Division, the Missouri River Division, Corps of En- 

gineers. 

Senator Casr. Does the Federal Interagency Committee have statu- 
tory authority ? 

Brig. Gen. Joun L. Person. No, sir; it does not. 

Senator Case. So this finding, vhatover it was here, would not be 
binding as an interpretation / 

General Person. That is correct, sir. T he interagency committee is 
a voluntary grouping of the State and interested agencies, 

Senator Case. That answer, I believe, should .be identified as com- 
ing from Genera] Person, Assistant Chief, Corps of Engineers, Wash- 
ington. 

The first answer, I believe, was given by General Galloway. 

Senator Carroiy. Do you wish to proceed ? 
_. Mr. Trommersuausen. I was making reference to the powerload 
forecast. 

This finding is based on an average ¢ annual rate of load growth of 
514 percent per year, a figure which we believe to be unduly « conserva- 
tive for planning purposes if an assured and expanding power supply 
is made available at lowest possible cost. In our opinion, utilities in 
the Missouri Basin should plan on a load growth not less than the 8 
percent per year as estimated for the Nation as a whole for the next 
decade by the Electrical World in the September 1956 issue. To the 
extent that the actual load growth over the term exceeds the 514-per- 
cent estimate currently used in the Missouri Basin, which it is bound 
to do, the deficiencies in power supply will be further increased. 

Now I wish to go to the next section, future considerations for expan- 
sion of the power supply features of the Missouri Basin system. 

After reading all of these reports, it was our impression that it may 

be desirable to reorient the power supply arrangements toward a more 
consistent pattern. Although all leading authorities have recom- 
mended the installation of large, modern, high-pessure, high-tempera- 
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ture steam-electric generating plants to be operated in conjunction 
with Missouri River hy droelectric power, this phase of the region’s 
development program has lagged considerably behind, with the con- 
sequence that the region has not experienced the impetus through 
further industrial development in these mint Cos a agricultural 
States that was or igihalle expected from the Goversusier s construc- 
tion program. 

We have been requested to offer suggestions and ree ‘ommendations 
on a future course of action for the cooperatives as regards their rela- 
tionship to the Federal power program and in so doing we find that 
our suggestions which follow must quite necessarily be general since 
we have not had the time to undertake detailed analyses and engi- 
neering studies concerning the most advantageous use of water re- 
leases of the Missouri Basin. Our suggestions, however, are based 
on concepts which are sound and have a basis in actual practice in 
the electric industry. 

I might say that the group that we represent, this group of rural 
caoperatives, is a rather diverse group, and the recommendations that 
we have made are our own independent recommendations. It may 
be that not all of the cooperatives would agree, in full, with the rec- 
ommendations we have made. 

I just want to make that statement for the record, that these are 
our independent recommendations, offered for consideration with the 
hope that a little less confusion can be obtained, at least by the 
cooperatives purchasing their power supply in the Missouri Basin. 

The first phase is allocation of federally generated power. We 
found that the reports generally recognized that the amount of Fed- 
eral hydroelectric power that can be deve eloped in the Missouri Basin, 
estimated generally to be approximately 2,500,000 kilowatts under 
the authorized program plus an additional potential of some 2 million 
kilowatts at such time as it becomes feasible to construct additional 
downriver main-stem plants between Sioux City and the mouth of 
the Missouri River will not be sufficient to meet the long-range firm 
power requirements of the Federal installations and the preference 
customers. 

May I add that there has been some discussion today about slack 
water navigation. The only reference that we could find in our read- 
ing was a short reference to ‘the 2 million kilowatts of potential — 
in that reach of the river as contained in the 1950 report, Ten Rivers 
in America’s Future, by the President’s Water Policy Committee. 

In view of the fact that the Federal supply cannot meet the full 
requirements of the preference customers it seems appropriate for the 
Federal Government to make some tentative long-term allocations 
for the Missouri Basin, a practice that the Bureau has been reluctant 
to consider. . 

Such power allocations, even though they be subject to some 
change or modification as the program continues to expand, are. quite 
worthwhile as such allocations would serve to point out the area of 
responsibility of each utility in the matter of providing a much- 
needed supplement al firm power supply. 

‘It is obvious that a supplemental power supply will be needed i in 
many parts of the Missouri Basin. It would be most helpful, it seems 
to us, if the preference customers had some idea of what the problem 
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was they had ahead of them. It seems that the way to approach 
the problem is to make the allocations from the Federal system. I 
would anticipate that that would create some problems, because when 
you are sharing the shortages, as you have to do in this situation, some 
groups would feel they were not getting their share. 

The tentative allocations, we Sains ye, should be made with respect 
to all classes of power expected to be available from the Federal sys- 
tem. In addition, a reaffirmation that public preference extends to 
use of capacity in the Federal transmission system as well as to power 
supply would make it much easier for all of the utilities to plan for 
the additional transmision facilities that will have to be constructed 
by all of the utilities in the region. 

Senator Case. I noticed in the earlier part of your statement you 
referred to the construction of transmission lines, and again here. At 
the time that the Flood Control Act of 1944 was under consider: ation, 
when the original Pick-Sloan plan was under consideration, there was 
an amendment proposed in the Senate, by Senator Bailey, which would 

have restricted the disposal of the power to the dam site, which I re- 
-member opposing at the time. That is, we did not: have it in the 
House, but it was proposed in the Senate. 

When the Bailey amendment was rejected, the language was put in 
section 5 of the bill that the Secretary of the Interior is authorized 
from funds to be appropriated by the Congress to construct or acquire, 
by purchase or other agreement, only such transmission lines and re- 
lated facilities as may ‘be necessary in order to make the power and 
energy generated at said projects available in wholesale quantities for 
sale on fair and reasonable terms and conditions to facilities owned by 
the Federal Government, public bodies, cooperatives, and privately 
‘owned companies. 

In your study of this wholly related matter, and in the consideration 
you have given to the transmission lines, would you say that the pur- 
pose of the provision I have just read has been met ! ? : 

Mr. TromMERsHAUsSEN. I would answer that in a general way, sir, 
that it has. I would raise a further question as to whether the trans- 
mission planning was broad enough to do the entire job of the Mis-— 
souri River. I might digress here to state I have had 16 years’ experi- 
ence as a power engineer and construction engineer, district manager 
and area manager, with the Bonneville Power Administr: ation. Ihave 
been associated with high-voltage and high-capacity transmission lines 
during that period. 

The Bonneville transmission network was built by comprehensive 
analyzer studies, and they were studies looking into the future, so you 
could move large blocks of power. 

It just seemed to me that to make the 214 million kilowatt Missouri 
system work, the upper system, if you had the equivalent of 2 double 
circuit 230 kilovolt transmission lines going from the Fort Peck area 
clear down to the Omaha area, and eventually even beyond, connected 
to all the main-stem dams, to all the major power systems, and to that 
high capacity transmission network you could connect large, modern 
steam plants at points nearest the fuel supply in North Dakota, in 
Montana, perhaps in Kansas, and in Iowa, that in that manner such 
an equivalent transmission line could have been used to take power in 
all directions. 
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I would venture to guess that in another 10 or 15 years it will be 
necessary to even yet construct an equivalent of two 230-kilovolt lines 
all the way from the Fort Peck area down to the Omaha area. I am 
not.raising the question of whether they be constructed by the Federal 
Government or by the arrangements that this language suggests, that 
they be done by public and private corporations. But such main trans- 
mission lines, in our opinion, would be most helpful to a solution to 
the problem that faces the Missouri Basin. 

‘Senator Case. Does Bonneville construct lines for retail distri- 
bution ? ; 

Mr. TrommersHavusen. No, sir. Bonneville sells power only at 
wholesale. My last recollection was that they are not constructing any 
lines with a voltage lower than 110,000 volts as of now. The lines 
with voltage lower than that are constructed by the purchaser. 

Senator Case. By the purchaser? By REA’s; by private com- 
panies ¢ 

Mr. TromMERSHAUSEN. Public agents, municipalities, and power 
districts. 

Senator Case. That would be consistent with the provision of the 
language in the basic act. 

At that time, the issue was not between a general construction of 
service lines, but it was between the Bailey amendment, which would 
have restricted the sale of power to the dam site, and whether or not 
there would be the authority to construct transmission lines to transmit 
the power and make it available in wholesale quantities. 

The Bailey amendment was rejected, but this other was put in. 

Senator Carron. While you are on that subject, you have examined 
the transmission lines, have you? You are familiar with the transmis- 
sion lines ? 

Have any transmission lines been constructed on this project, Sena- 
tor Case, so far? 

Senator Casr. Yes; there have been some. 

.Mr. TromMersHavseENn. Sir, the only examination I have made is 
from this 1956 report which I referred to previously. This is the 
latest, up-to-date transmisison map that was made available for our 
study. 

Senator Carrotu. Are there any such lines as you have just. 
described ? 

Mr. TRoMMERSHAUSEN. In part, yes. 

Senator Carroti. What you are recommending is an extension of 
those lines, to use the two circuits; is that correct ? 

Senator Case. I think there is only one 230-kilovolt line now. I 
am not an authority on that. I do know that there is some 230-kilovol¢ 
construction between the main dams. 

Mr. TRoMMERSHAUSEN. Senator, what I am suggesting is that these 
transmission lines cost many millions of dollars, and, therefore, a 
. determination as to where they would go and the scope of them should 
be based upon an a. c. analyzer network study. I am just suggesting 
in general terms that a large, high-capacity backbone line which would 
cross these coalfields and tie these plants together would obtain for you 
this balance between hydropower and steampower which you have 
been seeking for the past 10 or 15 years. 
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Senator Case. Let us make one specific question of this. This morn- 
ing we had a gentleman from Montana who was pointing out an are 
between Canyon Ferry and Great Falls, I believe, where he said that 
the Canyon Ferry power was locked up. 

Would some provision that public preference extend to the use of 
capacity in the Federal transmission system as well as power supply 
unlock that Canyon Ferry power for the Montana group who had a 
representative here this morning ? 

Mr. TroMMERSHAUSEN. Senator Case, I have not studied in detail 
the existing facilities of the Montana Power Co., which, I understood 
here, are used to get the Canyon Ferry power into the network. - If, 
instead of the wheeling arrangement now in effect, you had a high- 
capacity Federal transmission line, Canyon Ferry power would be 
available for the rest of the preference customers in Montana. 

As to whether or not the present Montana Power Co. transmission 
line has adequate capacity to do the job everybody expects of it, I 
could not answer that, sir, without further study. 

Senator CasE (presiding). Mr. Trommershausen, you may proceed. 

Mr. TroMMERSHAUSEN. The next item is use of federally generated 
hydro power. 

The published reports indicate that the anticipated water aiele- 
tions, as well as those which cannot reasonably be foreseen at this time, 
will result in a decrease in the firm energy that can be produced from 
the Federal system. It seems that in order, therefore, to work out a 
plan involving an orderly transition from the sale by the Federal 
Government of substantial quantities of firm load-factor power to the 
sale of lesser amounts of firm load-factor power and the sale of more 
peaking capacity, the peaking capacity would be firmed up by the 
ever-increasing thermal-gener ral electric power which must be installed 
in the region. 

May ¢ point out At that recommendation calls for a rather com- 
prehensive study, Senator Case. It is a study that should involve 
all the agencies in the basin. 

The cooperative which employed us hoped that we could do it. It 
takes considerable manpower. It was my recommendation that the 
farmers of South Dakota should not underwrite the expense of that 
study. It would be better if the study were made cooperatively with 
the entire group, because then it could be better understood and per- 
haps better accepted. 

Senator Case. Do you think that that study should be made on a 
basinwide basis ? 

Mr, TRoMMERSHAUSEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. At one time I advocated that we in South Dakota 
develop a pool system modeled after the Bonneville plan, but, unfor- 
tunately, I thought, it was not accepted. I think we are moving 
toward something of that sort; that is, there has to be some integra- 
tion of your power-producing facilities if you are going to have any 
standby. 

Mr. TrommersHavsen. It is my conviction that power-marketing 
studies may show that the ultimate capacity of the Federal hydro 

system in the Missouri Basin will eventu: illy find its greatest use and 
value when used as peaking capacity for an integrated regional power 
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network owned and operated by the Féderal Government, cooperatives, 
municipalities, power districts, and the private utilities. 

If substantial agreement can be gained on the eventual use of the 
Missouri hydroelectric plants and associated and valuable reservoir 
' space as power-peaking resources, all of the cooperatives and public 

and private utilities can then proceed in an orderly manner to turn 
their technical and management skills and credit, w Fich is important, 
toward the financing and construction of the large, modern thermal- 

enerating plants, which plants must, in our opinion, provide the 
asis for’ supplying the region’s expanding power requirements. 

The power-marketing “concept outlined herein merits further 
studies under the sponsorship of the Federal Government in coopera- 
tion with all of the cooperative, municipal, and private utilities in 
the region. 


USE OF THE FEDERAL SYSTEM AND TRANSMISSION NETWORK 


As the use of the Missouri Basin power-supply system moves for- 
ward, it seems appropriate to give consideration to the policies 
involved i in the use of the Federal generation and transmission facili- 
ties as the nucleus of a regional power pool. In order to attain the 
optimum development in the Missouri Basin, it seems advisable to 
couple together a realistic program of making allocations of federally 
generated hydroelectric power ‘on a long-term basis and a broader 
use—I emphasize that—of the Federal transmission system by the 
customers of the Bureau of Reclamation for the sale and interchange 
of power and energy from their own generation. 

To effectively f facilitate the financing and operation of the large 
quantity of steam-electric generation that will have to be added by 
both public and private utilities and promote broader understanding 
in the Missouri Basin, the following arrangements in our opinion may 
logically be considered by the Federal Government within the general 
framework of the present congressional power policy 

1. Sell peaking capacity, with or without associated energy, to 
those utilities which can make effective use of such capacity in con- 
junction with new steam-electric generating installations, giving 
neeignition to the usual preference provisions. 

2. Sell sec ondary and dump energy for use as fuel displacement, 
giving the usual preference to the use of such energy with newly 
constructed steam-electric facilities by cooperatives, municipalities, 
and power districts. 

3. Enter into standby and emergency agreements with all coopera- 
tives, municipalities, power districts, and private utilities in the region 
in order to facilitate the installation of modern steam-electric generat- 
ing units in the most economical size by reducing the amount of 
generating reserves required on each individual system. 

Senator Case. What has been your observation in the Northwest of 
the possibility of private utilities working with cooperatives, 
municipalities, and power districts in pooling their reserves ? 

Mr. TromMERSHAUSEN. Sir, the Northwest power pool in itself, 
the basic concept, is a pooling of reserves. The Bonneville Admin- 
istration has as a matter of long standing practice, entered into 
standby interchange contracts, with customers of generation. 
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Senator Casr. Has it worked successfully ? 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Have the private utilities and the cooperatives and 
the public power districts been able to work together harmoniously ? 

Mr. TrommersHausEN. It has not been necessary for the public 
agencies to yet make arrangements with private utilities for reserve 
capacity, because of the Federal system, which will supply through 
1963 or 1964 the full requirements of the preference customers. They 
have been getting their reserves from the Federal system. They are 
going to have to move into that same problem, sir, when the Federal 
supply in the Bonneville area no longer meets the needs there. 

Senator Case. How much of an area does the Northwest power pool 
embrace ? 

Mr. TromMersHAvsEN. It embraces all of Oregon, all of Washing- 
ton, the northern part of Idaho and western Montana, and within the 
last year there has been an interconnection with southern Idaho, 
although southern Idaho is not considered as a part of the Columbia 
River marketing area. It is connected through one of these very same 
emergency standby and interchange agreements. There is such an 
agreement in effect between southern Idaho and the Bonneville area. 

Senator Casr. Who makes the determination as to what reserve 
generator would come into play when a demand arises ? 

Mr. TromMersHAusEN. The Northwest Power Pool. 

Senator Case. Do the cooperatives, the public bodies and private 
utilities all have representation in the power pool, in the management ? 

Mr. TroMMERSHAUSEN. Sir, the Northwest Power Pool is a volun- 
tary arrangement, and it is working very well on a completely volun- 
tary basis. The members of the pool are those with substantial quanti- 
ties of generation. So the cooperatives, who do not have generation in 
the Pacific Northwest now, are not now members of the pool. They are 
dependent 100 percent upon purchases from the Bonneville Power 
Administration. They are going to be faced with this same problem 
when they are required to put in generation of their own in the 
mid-1960’s. 

Senator Casr. How long has the Northwest Power Pool been in 
operation ¢ 

Mr. TromMersHavsen. As I recall, the Northwest Power Pool was 
created by an order of the War Production Board. It must have 

been in 1942 or 1943. 

Senator Case. Does it have anything to say with regard to the 
amount of water that is released or put through the Government 
owned generators ? 

Mr. TromMERSHAUSEN. No, sir. 

Senator Case. Is it purely, then, a marketing agency ? 

Mr. TromMmersHavuseNn. The Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of 
Reclamation operate the Federal plants on the Columbia River. The 
Northwest Power Pool, of which the Bonneville Power Administration 
is a member, coordinates the operation of all of the other associated 
steam and hydroelectric plants with the Federal system, so that the 
best use is made of every acre-foot of water that comes down the 
Columbia River. 

It is an arrangement whereby if it rains over on the coast and 
water would go to waste on the coast, and there is space back of the. 
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Federal reservoirs, the power units on the coast would be operated to 
their maximum, and Bonneville and McNary would hold back, using 
the waters on the coastal streams, and then the Bonneville would 
repay. 

Senator Case. Who makes the determination that that will take 
place ¢ 

Mr. TrommMersHAusen. The dispatchers of the Bonneville Power 
Administration and the other members of the Northwest power pool. 

Senator Case. You have heard the testimony here during these 
hearings that one of the problems in the minds of some of the wit- 
nesses grows out of the fact that the engineers regulate flow of the 
stream and the Bureau of Reclamation or the Department of the In- 
terior sells the power. 

Mr. TRoMMERSHAUSEN. Yes. 

Senator Casr. But according to your testimony you have that same 
division of authority in the Northwest. 

Mr. TrommMersHavusEN. Except, sir, we do not have the navigation 
problems to the extent you have them in the Missouri Basin. 

Senator Case. But you do-have the reservation of space for flood 
control storage. 

Mr. TromMMERSHAUSEN. Yes, sir. To the best of my knowledge, 
that has presented no problem in connection with power generation 
in the Pacific Northwest. 

Senator Case. Of course it would not create the water demand, 
provided you had other sources for generation of the power. That is, 
no damage or injury occurs or comes to anyone if there is an adequate 
supply of power to replace what is not being generated by holding 
some of the water back. 

Mr. TromMersHAUSEN. That is right. .And along with that, you 
need an entirely adequate transmission system so that you can flow 
the power both ways, and make up a deficiency from one area to 
another area. That is why I emphasize how important it is. In the 
beneficial operation of a river, and in order to let the watermaster 
have some control about how he releases the water, it is necessary for 
him also to have sufficient transmission capacity so that he can do 
that. I can foresee that it is possible that you lose some of the flexi- 
bility in the Missouri Basin, and perhaps the Corps of Engineers 
could testify to that, that perhaps they have in the past had some in- 
flexibility in their operation because of lack of transmission capacity. 

Senator Case. That certainly would be one possible source of lack 
of flexibility. But we also have it, I think, in that at the present 
time we do not have these generators downstream that would come 
into play by using the water that falls there as you do in the North- 
west, where, you say, if the rain comes on the coast, you can use the 
generators there and hold back upstream. 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. I am very much interested in your statement. 

You may proceed. 

Mr. TroMMersHAUSEN. Four. Authorize the use of the Federal 
transmission network as a “common carrier,” and I use the term 
“common carrier” because it seemed to me to describe what we have 
in mind. Perhaps you do not want to go that far. The Federal 


network could be used as a common carrier under appropriate con- 
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tracts and with full recognition of the usual public preference pro- 
visions with respect to tr ansmission line capacity to, facilitate power 
and energy and thereby give incentive to the installation of the large, 

economic steam-electric generating plants which will be necessary in 
order to provide lowest-cost power for the entire region. 

Many of the public agencies, individually or as “integrated groups, . 
may want to take turns, and I think they should, adding new generat- 
ing capacity and will find the use of capacity in the Federal trans- 
mission system most helpful in selling and making delivery of the 
surplus power and energy to other groups. 

That is a very important concept, because to satisfactorily finance 
a new major steam plant, you need a market for it. If your neighbor 
is short, and he is willing to buy from you your surplus power for 
3 to 5 years, you can finance it on much more favorable terms. As I 
indicate here, perhaps by arrangement he would build the next plant 
and you would reverse the Som of power over the Federal system, and 
one group would buy from the other. 

As most individual utilities wish to preserve their “home-rule” 
status by being substantially independent in the matter of availability 
of power supply within economic limits, the power-pool concept con- 
templated herein would enhance the desire of all parties to participate 
in the ownership, construction, and operation of additional power 
supply and transmission facilities; especially when the power pool 
establishes a market for such surplus power as may be available for 
certain periods of time as new generating units are sized realistically 
to future needs in order to take advantage of the inherent economies 
of the larger-size installations. It is certain that the capital require- 
ments for future power supply installations of all utilities can be kept 
to a minimum through the power-pool concept, which factor is im- 
portant if the objective of providing the lowest-cost power to the 
ultimate consumer in the Missouri Basin is to be realized. 

Senator Case. I might observe at that point that we do have one 
illustration in South Dakota operations where the taking turns exists 
between an REA group and a private power company. I have refer- 
ence to the operation at the Osage plant of the Black Hills Power & 
Light, where the Rushmore G. & T. has installed generator capacity 
which is maintained by the Black Hills Power & Light under an agree- 
ment that the co-op has the first claim on whatever power is produced 
in that unit, but that any power for which they do not have an im- 
mediate need the Black Hills Power & Light takes it off their hands. 
That is an illustration of this cooperation in the development of steam 
electric generating plants which illustrates the suggestion you have 
made here. 

Mr. TrRoMMERSHAUSEN. Thank you, sir. 

Under the power-pool concept ‘outlined above, there appears to be 
justification for the construction by the Federal Government, or per- 
haps by one or more public agencies, of a 230-kilovolt intere onnecting 
transmission line between Wyoming and South Dakota in order to 
fully and effectively integrate the Colorado and Wyoming upstream 
generating facilities with the main-stem Missouri ‘River “generating 
facilities. Such a transmission line would also put the Wyoming: coal 
fields within reach of substantial power markets. 

In addition, the construction of a 230 kilovolt or higher voltage 
interconnection between the Missouri Basin system and the Columbia 
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River system would prove to be beneficial to the utilities served from 
both systems and would spread the broad benefits of such major system 
interconnections in the most equitable manner. 

With respect to estimates of future load growth it is noted that 
on page 23 of the May 1953 Report on Power Requirements and Sup- 
ply, Missouri River Region, prepared by the Missouri Basin Inter- 
Agency Committee, Subcommittee on Electric Power, the normal in- 
crease in load is estimated to be at a rate of approximately 514 per- 
cent in the period 1956 to 1970. This rate of load increase appears 
to be very conservative, and we feel that it is unrealistic for broad 
planning purposes. It has been our experience that load forecasts 
reflecting confidence in an area’s future, result in sounder plans for 
the expansion of generating and transmission facilities, for too often 
inadequate plans have been made, resulting in the installation of new 
facilities having too little capacity. 


COST OF STEAM-ELECTRIC POWER AND ENERGY 


The estimated costs of producing power and energy in thermal- 
electric generating plants included in the July 1951 report of the 
Bureau of Reclamation entitled “Power Resources Requirements and 
Supply in the Missouri River Basin” appear to be well founded, but 
quite conservative. The report can serve as a guide to those publicly 
owned utilities planning to construct new, modern, steam-electric 
generating plants. Based on the costs of the Lexington, Nebr., 100,- 
000-kilovolt-ampere steam plant under construction by the Central 
Nebraska Public Power and Irrigation District and the 750,000-kilo- 
_ volt-ampere plant under construction by the city of Memphis, Tenn., 
the estimate of $225 per kilovolt-ampere of installed plant capacity 
used by the Bureau of Reclamation engineers in the 1951 report may 
prove to be too high even under present costs. Likewise, the thermal 


efficiency of 12,500 B. t. u. per net kilowatt-hour generated used in- 


the Bureau of Reclamation studies is conservative, for considerably 
better heat rates can be expected for the base loan operation which 
will soon be the accepted method of operation of such plants in the 
Missouri Basin. 

With respect to fuel costs, we have been advised that recent studies 
on the use of Dakota lignite indicates that the cost of lignite fuel for 
a thermal plant may be less than one-half the cost of such fuel as 
reported in the previous Bureau of Reclamation studies. Giving con- 
sideration to this new development, and the other factors noted above, 
there are indications that the cost of generating power in an REA 
financed modern steam plant operating on base load using lignite for 
fuel, near the mines and taking full advantage of the dump energy 
available from the Federal system for fuel displacement, may com- 
pare favorably with similar firm power purchased from the Federal 
system. 

It is strongly recommended that the various groups of REA fi- 
nanced cooperatives in the Missouri Basin undertake studies for a 
selected.group of new steam plants, giving consideration to fuel sup- 
ply, cooling, and boiler feedwater supply and proximity to the high 
voltage transmission lines of the Bureau of Reclamation for in so 
doing they will find ways of utilizing substantial quantities of dump 
and peaking power now available from the Federal system. 
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RELATIONSHIP OF POWER AND NAVIGATION 


In order to determine the amount of water available for power 
production, it would be appropriate to again establish, from the latest 
available information, the minimum requirements for the various 
uses of water. The existing reports do not now clearly define what 
these minimum requirements shall be, nor do they specifically define 
the manner of operation of the system which will sustain the highest 
system output for both power and navigation. The report on “ade- 
quacy of flows in the Missouri River dated April 1951, prepared 
by the Missouri Basin Inter-Agency Committee, sets forth flows at 
Sioux City, which are “considered adequate” for navigation, of 25,000 
cubic feet per second “without excessive dredging” and 30,000 cubic 
feet per second “with nominal dredging.” 

These minimum flow requirements for n Waviaetion should, in our 

opinion, be clarified since preliminary studies which we have made 
indicate that there is a possibility that perhaps as much as 1 bil- 
lion kilowatt-hours of electric energy during an adverse water period 
would be transformed from firm energy to secondary energy by in- 
creasing the navigation release from 25,000 cubic feet per second at 
Sioux City to 30,000 cubic feet per second. The net effect of such an 
operation is to reduce the power revenues by as much as $2 million a 
year during a repetition of the adverse water period, which revenues 
are expected to repay a substantial portion of the costs of the Mis- 
souri River Basin project. Such reductions in the amount of firm 
energy from the Federal system make it necessary for the preference 
customers, having firm power contracts with the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, to purchase higher cost, steam-generated energy from others in 
order to meet their loads. 

The preliminary studies of streamflows and storage which we have 
made indicate that during a repetition of the cycle of the worst water 
conditions of record, the regulated annual discharge of the Missouri 
River at Sioux City would be 18,360,000 acre-feet per year, without 
regard to consumptive uses and evaporation from the reservoirs. This 
discharge represents the average annual discharge at Sioux City that 
could be maintained, assuming that all of the main-stem reservoirs, 
both existing and under construction, were filled at the start of the 
historical critical period of July 1929 through June 1948. If such-a 
critical period were to repeat itself, with the storage now existing, the 
average discharge mentioned above would, of course, be reduced. 

The report on Adequacy of Flows in the Missouri River, dated 
April 1951, prepared by the Missouri Basin Interagency Committee, 
sets forth on page 4 of the Annual Requirements as Affecting Flows 
at Sioux City, for all.uses including upstream depletion, main-stem 
reservoir evap oration and downstream requirements, defined in the 
report as “public health and stream sanitation, and navigation based 
on 8 months’ navigation season and maintenance of a flow of 25,000 
cubic feet per second, which is considered adequate,” 16,530,000 acre- 
. feet in 1960, increasing to 22,746,000 acre-feet by the year 2000. ‘These 
annual requirements would be increased to 18,735,000 acre-feet and 
24,951,000 acre-feet respectively if a navigation flow of 30 ,000 cubic 
feet per second is maintained. : 

. The availability of sufficient water to meet the above requirements 
was only demonstrated for better than adverse water conditions in 
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the reports that we have studied. We therefore recommend that 
further detailed studies be undertaken to ascertain the water-use allo- 
cations that could be made under adverse water conditions, taking into 
account all of the factors commonly used in plans involving the use 
of water resources, particularly those uses which are productive of 
revenue for the Federal Government. This latter point is especially 
important when consideration is given to the fact that power revenues 
are expected to carry a major part of the repayment burden of the 
multibillion dollar Missouri Basin project. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Trommershausen, you may proceed with any 
other testimony you have in mind. 

Mr. TrommersHausEN. The first question from a client of mine is 
a question of power for summer pumping use. You will recall one 
of the witnesses from Iowa desired to purchase secondary power for 
pumping. In studies that I have made in Nebraska in the past 18 
months, I note that there is an extensive use of pumping from wells. 
In papers I have read, such use is also continuing at an increasing 
rate in Kansas. 

Virgil Hanlon indicated that South Dakota is showing an interest 
in pumping from the ground to supply irrigation systems. 

I think there was an important statement this morning that the 
secondary power does not have to be guaranteed 100 percent of the 
time in order to be effective for summer use. It has been traditional 
with the Bureau of Reclamation that they not sell secondary power to 
those utilities who do not have generation that could back it up. 

I just offer here the suggestion to the engineers of the Bureau of 
Reclamation that it is possible to contract for the sale of power in 


any manner you wish to. If the farmers will agree that blocks of 


secondary power at from 80 or 90 or 95 percent of the time for the 
irrigation season is satisfactory for them, that they will not come 
back on the Government to make up any deficiencies, they should be 
given the right to use secondary power, to purchase and use secondary 
power, for pumping. That secondary power which comes as a result 
of the navigation program is used at about the same time that the 
farmers need to pump this water on the land. 

I think that it can be of real service to the pumping farmers, by 
trying to work out arrangements whereby you can use the summer 
secondary power for pumping under appropriate contracts. 

Another question that was put to me for answer was: On the basis 
that approximately 1,100 million kilowatt-hours could have been gen- 
erated and sold by water which bypassed the generators over the past 
3 years—— 

Senator Case. How much was that? 

Mr. TrRoMMERSHAUSEN. 1,100 million kilowatt-hours. I can’t check 
that figure. They asked me to evaluate what that would mean in 
the terms of power revenues. In taking it back to the sales made by 
the Bureau of Reclamation in 1956, according to the letter which is 
earlier in my testimony, if that ratio holds, the firm portion of that 
at 5.5 mills would have been worth ahout $3,300,000, ra the secondary 
portion about $1,200,000, or a total value of that unused water related 
to terms of power over the past 3 years would have been about $4.5 
million. 
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Senator Case. What would have been the source of the water for 
that power generation ? 

Mr. TromMMeErsHAUSEN. Water that bypassed the generators. I 
have not had access to the records to check the amount of water that 
was bypassed, or why it was bypassed. I was just asked the question 
to evaluate it. 

Senator Casr. How much that power would be worth in terms of 
the price that it could have gotten had the power samen dae been there, 
yes. 

Mr. TrRoMMERSHAUSEN. That is right. 

I would like to direct the committee’s attention to a statement in 
the April 1951, report on the adequacy of flows in the Missouri River, 
because I think this report perhaps needs to be gone over again. It 
serves as a guide to the watermaster. Since the wording is important, 
I will read from section IV of that report : 

On the basis of continuing reconnaisance and hydographic surveys.on the 
completed reaches of the project and actual operating experience on traffic on 
the river, indications are relatively firm that a flow rate of 30,000 cubic feet per 
second at Sioux City will permit satisfactory 9-foot navigation with nominal 
dredging, and that navigation will be practicable with flows of 25,000 second 
feet at Sioux City under stable flow conditions without resorting to excessive 
dredging. 

A table follows on the page headed “Annual Requirements as 
Affecting Flows at Sioux City for the Period 1960-2000.” The table 
is based upon the maintenance of navigation flows of 25,000 cubic feet 
per second at Sioux City. 

The footnote of the table says: 

Based on 8 months navigation season and maintenance of a flow of 25,000 second 


feet which is considered adequate. A flow of 30,000 second feet which is con- 
sidered desirable would increase this requirement by 2,205,000 acre-feet. 


It seems to me here that in my mind the question would be raised : 
Are we seeking at this early stage a satisfactory navigation channel, 
a satisfactory flow, or a practicable one ? 

If you are working a practicable navigation program, to me the 
word “practicable” connotes that you have to make some economic 
analysis to determine what is the best use of this water. It has this 
effect: In an adverse water year, the difference between 25,000 second 
feet at Sioux City and 30,000 second feet at Sioux City has the effect 
of turning about a billion kilowatt-hours from firm energy to dump 
energy. That is worth, on the present rate schedule, about $2 million a 
year. It has the other problem which faces the Bureau of Reclamation 
as marketing agent, in that by that use of water, you move a billion 
kilowatt-hours a year from the preference category to the non- 
preference category and it goes to a different customer. 

In connection with the effect this might have had on your present 
situation, in the same report, on page 78, in which they talk of the 
degree of fulfillment of water requirements, it is indicated that in 
future years, as these water depletions occur, that it was anticipated 
that under certain conditions of depletion the navigation season, based 
upon waterflow studies, would be reduced in 2 years to 714 months, in 
3 years to 6 months, in 5 years to 44%4 months. Under the fourth 
level, the studies that were made indicated that navigation could be 
reduced to as much as 4 months for periods of 13 years. 











MISSOURI BASIN WATER PROBLEMS 209 


I think it would help in understanding this problem if an evalua- 
tion could be made about whether, during this early, most difficult 
stage of reservoir filling on the Missouri River, the period when there 
is a power shortage, and everybody needing power, a period of ad- 
verse water conditions, whether or not an attempt should have been 
made in years past to try to strive for an 8-month navigation season. 

It is clear to me that if this report serves as a guide to the water- 
master, there are going to be misunderstandings with the power users, 
because the determination of the releases is based upon some criteria 
set forth in this report. 

' I might also make reference to another point bearing on this same 
problem. The report is by the Missouri Basin Interagency Commit- 
tee, dated May 1953, entitled “Power Requirements and Supply.” 

The Corps of Engineers give criteria for operating the system. I 
will not read them all. T hey are set forth on that page. The item 3 
is the one that goes to the problem under discussion here: 

To pattern the releases from the lower end of the main-stem system to supply 
the requirements of public health and navigation with internal adjustments in 


the system to sustain the highest power output consistent with other functions 
of flood control, irrigation, public health, and navigation. 


Those criteria are quite general, and it would seem to me that if they 
were expanded so that it could be clearly shown whether the use was 
consistent or not consistent, there would be greater understanding and 
harmony in the region. 

I mention this on the basis that further efforts should be made to 
clarify this report. 

It seems to me that this presents a difficult problem to the Bureau of 
Reclamation in trying to decide how much firm power energy it is 
going to have in any year in the future, as likewise it causes a problem 


for the Corps of Engineers to determine in adverse water conditions: 


how much water you can release and still be consistent with the other 


uses. It is an extremely difficult problem. I confess I do not have | 


the solution to it. All 1 can do is state that from my reading of this 


thing, I can understand how there would be misunderstanding and 
confusion. 


Senator Case. Thank you very much, Mr. Trommershausen. It is’ 


obviously a complex problem. We appreciate the information and 
observations you have given the committee. 


The next witness is Mr. Snorri Thorfinnson. 


Will you please identify yourself for the record and proceed with 
your statement. 


STATEMENT OF SNORRI THORFINNSON, LISBON, N. DAK. 


Mr. THorFinnson. My name is Snorri Thorfinnson, and I am from 
Lisbon, N. Dak. I am a former county agent and agricultural teacher, 
and recently have been working on farm research, mainly in North 
Dakota. 


I have been asked by the statewide REA to present this statement 


on irrigation needs. 
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T am a native of North Dakota and have lived there most of my life. 
At all times I have been interésted in land-use planning, and in efforts 
to stabilize the agriculture of my State. 

Those who live in an area blessed with an abundance of rainfall, 
may not realize how all-important water, just plain water, is to a State 
with an average of less than 20 inches precipitation a year. Water, or 
the lack of it, is the all-important element that can play havoc with 
the best laid plans of individuals and communities. 

In the past, civilizations in areas of less than 20 inches, have failed. 
In lands like Egypt, Iran, and Iraq, desert wastes mark the location 
of once prosperous, thriving civilizations. In the thirties a lack of 

water over a period of years ‘all but wrecked the ec onomy of my State, 
ep Ie in its wake abandoned farms and ghost towns. I mention 
this simply to emphasize how important the water development of the 
Missouri Basin is to the economy of my State. 

I have been asked by the North Dakota Association of Rural Electric 

Jooperatives to testify on the importance of an adequate supply of 
Missouri River water to the agricultural economy of North Dakota. 

Future irrigation plans now being made in North Dakota in coop- 
eration with the Federal Bureau of Reclamation indicate the possi- 
bility of irrigating more than a million acres by waters diverted from 
the Missouri. These irrigation areas are widely scattered through- 
out the eastern half of the State. If these plans are based upon a 

- dependable supply of water, they can do much to stabilize our economy, 
not just to benefit farmers alone, but to insure the future of entire 
communities, in dryland-farming areas as well as on the irrigated 
areas themselves. If they are not based on a water supply that is 
dependable, irrigation projects could wreck our economy much faster 
than a drought can. 

In years of drought we have again and again been forced to sell 
part or all of our breeding herds of cattle and sheep, because of the 
excessive costs of shipping in hay from other States. As a result, we 
often find ourselves with insufficient livestock numbers to make full 
use of our pastures and hayland during years of adequate rainfall. 
Too many farmers have gone out of the livestock business entirely 
and depend solely on grain crops. 

Irrigated areas will stabilize the livestock industry by providing a 
sure supply of high-quality alfalfa hay, and in the years of abundant 
rainfall these same supplies can be the basis for the feeding of cattle 
and sheep. The smaller irrigated farms will mean a larger rural 
population and, in turn, more stability in the towns that service the 
rural areas. All of this hopeful future is dependent upor a supply of 
water, adequate to carry us through the periods when our rainfall is 
below normal. 

Irrigation is an expensive undertaking. Not only must the water 
be pumped from the Garrison Reservoir, over the Coteau du Missouri, - 
and Jed from there by canals and rivers to the irrigable soils, but the 
individual farmer must expend large sums for leveling his land, and 
for ditches on his own farm. 

During the years when rainfall is normal, or above normal, the need 
for irrigation is not so great. During these years water must be 
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stored for future needs. Then, when the dry years come, there must 
be enough water above Garrison, and above Fort Peck Dam, to meet 
the human needs of the towns and cities downstream from the dams, 
to supply the water needed for irrigation, and to turn the dynamos 
at Fort Peck and the series of dams in North and South Dakota. 
In addition to these human needs are the needs for navigation, for 
wildlife and recreation. 

The above needs require a tremendous amount of upstream storage. 
The irrigation of a million acres in North Dakota will require 2 mil- 
lion acre-feet of water annually, about 8 percent of the annual flow 
of the Missouri at Sieux City. South Dakota will have similar needs 
for the area that can be irrigated in that State. 

The big problem of the Missouri is the wise use of its waters, use 
that will provide the maximum good for as many people as possible. 
If we dissipate these reserves, for navigation between Sioux City and 
Omaha, large numbers of people will suffer. If we permit our reser- 
voirs to be depleted to a point where they can produce but half of 
their rated electric capacity, as is now the case at Fort Peck, we will 
not have the reserves needed to insure successful irrigation during the 
dry years. 

There are substitutes for water in the production of electric energy, 
there are alternate means of transportation from Sioux City to 
Omaha, but there is no substitute for water in meeting the needs of 
people, whether it be for supplies of water for our cities, or for irri- 
gation. If the economy of the Dakotas suffers from an inadequate 
supply of water, there won’t be much left to ship down the Missouri. 

Our land slopes to the south and east, except in the Red River 
Valley, so as far as North Dakota is concerned our water supply 
’ must be stored above Garrison and Fort Peck. 

In summary, I would respectfully submit: 

First, our ue-senae plans must give priority to human needs, to 
the water needed for domestic and irrigation purposes, for the years 
when the snowfall in the Montana Rockies is below normal, and the 
rainfall on the plains is inadequate. -Any other sort of planning is 
asking for disaster. 

Second, a careful, overall study of potential water supplies over 

eriods of low as well as average precipitation must show that there 
1s enough upstream supply and storage to meet fully the demands for 
irrigation and human needs, with sufficient head to operate generators 
efficiently. ., ' 

Third, the cost of preparing a million acres for irrigation will range 
from 50 to 100 million dollars, this being in addition to the cost of 
bringing the water to the farm. Such an outlay of public and pri- 
vate funds demands the utmost in careful investigation and thorough 
planning. Let every drop of water be used as often and as efficiently 
as possible on its way from the Rockies to the gulf. . 

Fourth, provide safeguards to prevent depletion of our upstream 
storage for any purpose except urgent human needs. 

One of the difficulties we aie with the Missouri Basin is the fact 
that it is a long area. One of the problems between people in an area 
where water is surplus and the people that live in an area where water 
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is lifeblood, is maybe they do not always see the problem in the same 
light. 

‘In North Dakota, the bulk of the State drains into the Missouri 
Basin. Most of our water goes down the Missouri, The Garrison 
Dam Basin, of course, is all in North Dakota, extending from a point 
a little north of Bismarck and eventually almost to the North Dakota 
and Montana State lines. 

The main bases on which the whole Missouri Basin plan was sold 
to our State was on, you might say, three points: Relief for floods 
down below, water for power in a State that needed it, and water for 
irrigation. Tt is this latter point that I wish to discuss very briefly. 

Our big problem in North Dakota is the uncertainty of rainfall. In 
the years when we do not get enough water to produce the hay and 
the grains required to keep our livestock, it has often necessitated 
selling off the breed stock. It is too expensive to ship in hay. So we 
look upon irrigation as the greatest safeguard we can possibly have 
in supplying us with a dependable source » of forage that will at least 
make it possible for us to keep our breeding stock in the critical dry 
years. 

Our irrigation, as I understand it, requires approximately 2 acre- 
feet per acre that is to be irrigated. In North Dakota, we are told by 
the Bureau that we have between 1 million and 1,800,000 acres that 
may be irrigated in the future. Plans are already being made, people 
have been asked to form districts, the districts have been formed, and 
in some places land values are already rising as a result of the antici- 
pated irrigation. 

Water for agriculture is definitely a human need. I think that: 
when you are evaluating needs of the river, the important thing is to 
see that human beings get first considers ation. That also ine ludes, of 
course, the needs of ¢ ities for water supplies and for sewage disposal. 

It would be a tragic thing if our plans for irrigation and our prepa- 
ration for irrigs ition, with all the expenses involved, should be based 
on something ‘that does not exist. We need water above Garrison 
Dam. 

The only place for us to get water for irrigation is what comes from 
Fort Peck and Garrison. Once it has gone past Garrison, we cannot 
use it. Not only that, but we have to pump it over the rise of hills 

east of the Missouri and even at an 1,850-foot level it means pumping 
that water at least a hundred feet. As that level drops, the cost of 
pumping and, of course, the cost of irrigation, will rise propor- 
tionately. 

Senator Casr. Would that apply to the water that it is proposed to 
bring into the James River and go through the Jamestow n Reservoir? 

Mr. TuorFinNson. Yes, it would. 

Senator Case. Does that have to be pumped ths at much ? 

Mr. Tuorrinnson. It has to be pumped over that rise of hills; yes. 

Senator Case. I thought there was someplace called Prophet’s Gap 
where there is a short distance. 

_ Mr. Tuorrinnson. There is a shortening of distance, but the rise 
is still there. You still have to get over those hills. Then once, of 
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course, you get it into the James and into the Cheyenne, then it will 
flow downhill. 

We have been told that we can expect a cost of $100 an acre for level- 
ing. ‘That is an expense that very few farmers are in a position to pay 
without assurance that when they need water they will have water. 
The P ist history of my State has been that we have had periods of 
dry years.. Those-periods of dry years are going to call for a reser- 
voir that is as near full as possible, because otherwise we find ourselves 
at the end of 2 or 3 years of dry weather with no water at the time 
we need it most. 

So I would like to refer again to the conclusion in my statement. 

I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Casr. Thank you very much, Mr. Thorfinnson. 

The next witness will be Mr. Nohr. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD J. NOHR, MANAGER, MOUNTRAIL ELEC- 
TRIC COOPERATIVE, STANLEY, N. DAK., PRESIDENT, NORTHWEST 
POWER COOPERATIVE 


Mr. Nour. My name is Harold J. Nohr. My address is Stanley, 
N. Dak. I am the manager of the Mountrail Electric Cooperative, 
Inc., and president of the. ‘board of directors of the Northwest Power 
Cooperative. This power cooperative consists of Burke-Divide Elec- 
tric Cooperative, Inc., McKenzie Electric C cooperative, Inc., Williams 
Electric Cooperative, Inc., Verendrye Electric Cooperative, Inc., Tri- 
County Electric Cooperative, Inc., Baker Electric Cooperative, Inc., 
and the Mountrail Electric Cooperative, Inc., all in North Dakota. 

These 7 electric cooperatives have a total consumer membership of 
20,157 members who in the year of 1955 purchased a total of 83,- 
883,345 kilowatt-hours. The bulk of this power was obtained by 
these consumers either from the Bureau of Reclamation through its 
generating plants or had such power delivered over Bureau of Recla- 
mation transmission lines, or both. 

For the past 2 years the Northwest Power Cooperative group has 
been giving serious consideration to the future power-supply situa- 
tion as it relates to our members, and our concern in this matter ap- 
pears to be amply justified in view of the fact at the present time we 
are renegotiating new power contracts with the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion for our wholesale power supply and the Bureau is unable to enter 
into firm contracts to take care of our power requirements beyond 
December 31, 1958. 

One of the reasons given for this is the extremely low water sup- 
ply behind the Fort Peck Dam. In the power business this is a eriti- 

cally short period of time in which to have your future power-supply 
requirements arranged for. 

The Northwest Power Cooperative has for several months past 
been working closely with the Montana Transmission and Electric 
Cooperative, of which Charles Mahoney and James Appenzeller, of 
Circle, Mont., are chairman and_.sec retary, respectively. Our two 
groups find that our problems are quite mutual, and we are very 
much in agreement as to our recommendations. 
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I might digress from the statement and say that I heard Mr. Ma- 
honey’s testimony this morning, and I am in full agreement with his 
testimony. I have attended practically every meeting that Mr. Ma- 
honey has had with the Bureau of Reclamation office at Billings and 
other points in the past year and a half. 

‘We understand that a considerable amount of water was released 
during the past year from all of the main-stem dams in the Missouri 
River in order to take care of downstream navigation, steam genera- 
tion, water requirements of St. Louis, and municipal fresh-water 
supply for the city of New Orleans. Perhaps the release of this water 
at that time was absolutely unavoidable wad essential but then, again, 
perhaps other means of transportation could have: been used to re- 
place further navigation to some extent at that time. Other means 
of taking care of the water requirements at St. Louis and New 
Orleans might also have been satisfactorily arranged so that at least 
a portion of the water which was released could have been retained 
in our area at the upper reaches of the Missouri River, thus assuring 
a more abundant supply of electric power for this area. 

We respectfully urge the Congress to make a thorough study and 
investigation of the uses of water in the Missouri-Mississippi water- 
shed to determine: nats: 

1. Whether or not these waters are being prudently used in accord- 
ance with the directives laid out by the Millikin-O’Mahoney amend- 
ment. 

2. Whether or not the city of New Orleans and its municipal water 
supply is actually endangered by salt water which is reportedly back- 
ing up into the Mississippi River channel and whether the fresh-water 
supplies of the city could be met adequately from ground waters which 
we understand are only a matter of a few feet below the earth’s 
surface throughout all of New Orleans. 

3. To determine what steps could be taken to meet the water re- 
quirements for steam generation and cooling purposes at St. Louis 
other than excessive releases from upstream Missouri River dams. 
Perhaps other means of generation requiring less water should be 
explored and developed at this site. 

4. To determine the advisability and desirability of depleting water 
supplies in these upstream dams of the Missouri River to maintain 
downstream navigation taking into account all the cost factors in- 
volved in such navigation both the direct costs and any indirect costs 
such as maintenance or developments of channels, and so forth, by the 
Corps of Engineers, or other governmental agencies. 

We believe this study should include dams equipped with locks for 
the purpose of establishing a slack water navigation channel on por- 
tions of the Missouri such as are now in operation on the upper Mis- 
sissippi. It would seem that such a plan could provide improved 
navigation service with a considerable saving of water supply. We 
understand that many downstream farms on river-bottom lands are 
now being flooded with increasing frequency, aggravated by river 
jetties installed by the Army Corps for navigation purposes. The 
losses and costs resulting from any such unnecessary flooding should 
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be carefully evaluated in relation to compensatory benefits from navi- 
ation. ; ; 

: Two years ago, when the Fort Peck Dam was full to capacity, the 
existing generators installed there were putting out 95,500 kilowatts. 
Today, with most of the water released from behind the dam, we are 
told the maximum possible power output is 42,000 kilowatts, although 
the rated capacity of the generators 1s 85,000 kilowatts. Two weeks 
ago, the power produced at Garrison Dam was 140,000 kilowatts from 
an installed capacity of 240,000 kilowatts. Now we understand that 
operating all these hydropower generators with such a low head of 
water is so injurious to those generators that the manufacturers will 
not guarantee their product when so operated, inasmuch as the gener- 
ators were designed to operate properly and in proper balance with 
a much greater head of water. We contend that such operation of 
these generators should be overcome as quickly as possible by increasing 
the amount of water behind these dams as rapidly as possible. 

We believe that all the water possible should be stored behind the 
upper dams on the Missouri first, then as this water is released through 
the turbines at Fort Peck, it can again be used for the generation of 
additional power at each of the dams downstream, thus attaining the 
maximum amount of energy from every drop of water available. 

Gentlemen, I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before this 
committee. 

Senator Case. Thank you very much, Mr. Nohr. I think I will have 
to have you back here to testify before the committee on the 13th of 
May when we are having hearings on my bill on cloud modification. 
The only way I know we can increase the water at the head of the 
streams is to increase the snow pack in the mountains. I think we 
might do some of that, modifying the clouds. 

Thank you very much for your statement. 

Mr. Lineweaver. I would like to ask a question of Mr. Nohr. 

I was interested in his map attached to his statement. 

What do these figures mean? For instance, North Dakota has 17. 

Mr. Nour. That, sir, is the REA number that has been assigned to 
each project. 

Mr. Lineweaver. I see. 

Mr. Nour. For instance, Mountrail Electric is North Dakota No. 36. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Thank you. 

(The map referred to is as follows :) 


aategemmenmerr tee ese 


AO APRS TSO ISAS ERIE 








MISSOURI BASIN WATER PROBLEMS 


© 
= 
N 











ee ; 
be Bo j 

he : Ne 

oe dO009 SETA ATTIVA sony 





ahem 


= Pe TR ae 

2 So Paps - 

Be a, i ris 

1 7 * Oat “@000 3972 savanna * ms 

Lo + : Figs 
“ Sa 





pe ket : 
. f= IME 4009 9F13 TUN NVGOR | 








FP OE ee PE OS eae Bak ae i a Ek a am 


‘Wf 


Shy 
ios 








— - 
* Iai 4009 2 
DTS WVUAM METWAYS _.4-- 


~ gg WOON re a 3 ge oBee jut “Tho. pat Ywaanad aie " 
2 “ 7 : . 


22 WOON - 


om / 





VLOAVG HLYON Ni VI8V BAILYYIZOOD YIMOd LSSMHLION 


Sat 





coca a ea age 






MISSOURI ‘BASIN WATER PROBLEMS 217 


Senator Case: Mr. Reinecke will be our next witness. 


STATEMENT OF E. H. REINECKE, DIRECTOR OF THE TRI-COUNTY 
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE OF WYOMING, AND VICE PRESIDENT 
OF THE RUSHMORE GENERATION AND TRANSMISSION COOPERA- 
TIVE 


Mr. Retecke. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is KE. H. Reinecke. I live in Beulah, Wyo., and am a director of 
the Tri-County Electric Cooperative of Wyoming and vice president 
of the Rushmore Generation and Transmission Cooperative which: is 
composed of five distribution cooperatives serving western South 
Dakota and one in the extreme northeast portion of Wyoming. I ap- 

ear here as a representative of the rural electric cooperatives of the 
State of Wyoming. 

_I would like to at this time insert into the record a statement thank- 
ing Senator O’Mahoney from Wyoming for his appearance before 
this committee yesterday, to explain the reasons why the O’Mahoney- 
Millikin amendment was added to the 1944 flood-control bill, and his 
interpretation of the amendment. 

The 15 rural electric cooperatives in the State of Wyoming operate 
approximately 15,000 miles of distribution lines and serve approxi- 
mately 25,000 consumers throughout the State. All of the rural elec- 
tric systems in Wyoming, except one, purchase their wholesale power 
requirements either directly from the Bureau of Reclamation or, in 
the case of my own cooperative, through a cooperative generation 
and transmission system integrated with the Bureau of Reclamation’s 
hydroelectric system. Last year the Wyoming cooperatives which 
purchased wholesale power from the Bureau of Reclamation paid be- 
tween 5.9 and 6.8 mills per kilowatt-hour for it. 

By contrast, the one cooperative which purchased its entire require- 
ments from private utility companies paid between 9.8 and 14.8 mills 
per kilowatt-hour for its wholesale supply. Since the cooperatives of 
Wyoming, as a whole, use some 143 million kilowatt-hours per year at 
the present time, a saving of only a few mills per kilowatt-hour soon: 
amounts to a sizable quantity of dollars. Our interest in the continued 
availability of low cost Bureau of Reclamation power in Wyoming is 
therefore obvious. 

I would like to add to that that in my own cooperative we have had 
some 400 members that we were unable to serve electricity to until we 
made this agreement with Rushmore G. and T. and were able to get 
. power at a cheaper rate. 

It was the factor of the high price that we were paying for power. 
We never could make the project feasible and were unable to serve 
those people. 

We are now building the lines, since we got the power at a cheaper 
rate, to these members. 

The major portion of the State of Wyoming lies east of the Conti- 
nental Divide and most of the rivers which rise in the State ultimately 
feed into tributaries of the Missouri system. 
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We in Wyoming realize the importance to the Western States, both 
in terms of agriculture and industrial development, of maximum 
utilization of the Missouri River system. We have no desire to deny 
the benefits of the Missouri River development to the downs‘ream 
States so long as the use of water in the lower reaches of the river is 
not wasteful. If the need for water in the upper reaches of the 
river for irrigation purposes continues to expand and if, as is now the 

case throughout Montana and Wyoming, western South Dako‘a and 
North Dakota, farmers continue to build individual stock ponds, it is 
entirely possible that the estimates of the quantity of water that will 
flow down the main stem of the Missouri i in years to come may be much 
too optimistic. 

Senator Casr. At that point, Mr. Reinecke, did you have in mind 
the effect on the flow of the Belle Fourche River. below Keyhold ? 

Mr. Rernecke. Not necessarily that, but of all of the tributaries of 
the Missouri system. When you fly over that area, you can see thou- 
sands and thousands of dams. I have heard that report, though I do 
not know how true it is, that if you add all of these stock-water dams 
together, it will store up just as much water as on the Missouri River. 
I do not know how true it is. 

Senator Cass. I think it is true that the stock-water dams on the 
Cheyenne are having some effect on the amount of water that goes to 
the Angostura Dam, and also in the area where you live, around 
Beulah, that probably also has some effect on the amount of water 
that goes down the Belle Fourche to the dam. 

Mr. Rernecke. I have heard fellows that live under the project. I 
have heard them talking that they have their places all under irriga- 
tion, and now the farmers up in the north country are holding the 

water from the small tributaries. 

So I believe that this water is going to become less. Still, I would 
like to see that water held back on the land, because I think you do 
have two effects. I think there is a certain effect of evaporation, 
which will help bring more rainfall back to the crops; and also the 
ground water. The ground water in our area is getting lower and 
lower all the time. 

I believe we should have more of this water that we can catch that 
does not go down into the Mississippi. Of course it will be hard on 
the navigators, but I do not believe the oceans will dry up. The more 
of that water that is held back in the States will help the ground water, 
too. 

Senator Case. I think it helps the dowd formation, too. I think one 
of the problems in the northern great plains is that we are so far from 
large bodies of water that we do not have the same opportunity for 
the. lower type of clouds to develop as they have on the seacoast. 

Mr. Retrnecke. We, therefore, join our neighbors in the Dakotas, 
in Montana, and in Iowa in asking that whatever is wasteful in the 
operation of the Missouri River Basin System be eliminated, because 
we in Wyoming feel that water is a precious resource from which 
every available benefit must be extracted. 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator Case. Thank you very much. 

. We have one other witness, Mr. Lloyd Zimbrick, of W heaton, 
finn. 
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STATEMENT OF LLOYD ZIMBRICK, MANAGER OF THE TRAVERSE 
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, WHEATON, MINN. 


Mr. Zimprickx. Mr. Chairman, my name is Lloyd. Zimbrick and I 
am the manager of the Traverse Electric Cooperative of Wheaton, 
Minn., a rural electric distribution cooperative serving members in 
Minnesota and South Dakota. I am a lifetime resident of the area ; 
I helped to organize this cooperative and have been the manager since 
its inception. 

Our electric cooperative was organized in 1940 and we were able to 
construct approximately 200 miles of line prior to the outbreak of 
World War IT. It was not until 1946 that we were able to do addi- 
tional construction, but since that time we have expanded our facili- 
ties to a point where we have 1,700 miles of line, serving 2,538 farm 
consumers. Please note that I said “farm” consumers.. We do not 
have a three-phase connection on the system; we have no commercial 
loads; no nonfarm accounts, represented by small towns, and have 
only a few cottages. 

In view of the fact that we have only farm consumers, we are vi- 

tally concerned with this transition ilies place in the rural areas 
which has brought about larger farming units and has resulted in a 
decrease in the number of farm occupants. I believe you will agree 
that some of our most intelligent, talented and aggressive leaders of 
this country, past and present, are men and women who were born and 
raised in a rural community. It is so vital, today, that people having 
authority do their utmost to promote a rural environment that. will 
encourage our younger generation to remain on the farm: We are 
of the opinion that this can be accomplished, at least to a degree, if 
low-cost electric power is available in the rural communities. 

We find, in our area, the conveniences and comforts of electric 
energy are found, primarily, in the home. 

According to Agriculture Information Bulletin 161, households 
used as high as 87 percent of the total electric power consumed on 
farms, while farming operations used only approximately 13 percent. 
I am confident that with a cheaper and more abundant supply of 
electric energy, the farmer would apply the use of electricity to the 
production of crops—drying conditioning, .irrigation, cleaning, 
grinding, mixing and insect control as well as the use of electrically 
powered and controlled farm machinery. 

I would like to point out that in 1950, Traverse County had 996 
farms; in 1954, according to the agricultural census, we had 913 
farms—a decrease of 83 or 8.33 percent. 

Since this census report, we find that we have lost an additional 38 
farms; this is a 12.1 percent decrease in the farms in this county in 
the past 6 years. 

I would like to point out also that the adjacent county had 1,894 
farms in 1950 and at the close of 1954, according to the same census 
report, had 1,691 farms—a decrease of 203 or 10.71 percent. This 
trend gentlemen, i is alarming and I believe it is quite hopeless to try 
to enact legislation that will require our people to remain on the farm, 
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but I do believe that an abundance of cheap electric power will be the 
atest incentive to keep our people in the agricultural areas of our 
ation. 

I would like to point out that our electric cooperative, due to its 
location, has had an operational experience that is quite different from 
other electric cooperatives. We have had an opportunity, due to the 
fact that one-third of the area that we serve is in South Dakota, to 
obtain and enjoy the benefits of hydropower from the Missouri River 
for the past 3 years. In this area in South Dakota, last year, we 
served 841 farms. We purchased for these farms slightly less than 
4 million kilowatt hours from the Bureau of Reclamation and 
wheeled it over the East River Power Cooperatives system; we did 
so at a saving of $15,535.73 which is 33.18 percent less than we would 
have paid for this energy under a wholesale power contract we pre- 
vidaiily had with a private power company in that area. 

For ‘the 1,697 members that we serve in Minnesota, which constitute 
approximately two-thirds of our total membership we purchased, in 
1956, 81% million kilowatt-hours. for which we paid the power com- 
pany $101,800. We were told by the Bureau of Reclamation that we 
could expect to receive: approximately 50 percent of our Minnesota 
requirements in December 1956, according to a letter dated July 1, 
1954, from the Billings Office. 

In March of 1956, we were told they anticipated initiating service 
in the spring of 1957. Now we are informed in a letter from the 
same office, under date of February 27, 1957, that the initiation of 
Bureau power in Minnesota is again Gelayed. 

I would like to quote excerpts from the statement which accom- 
panied that letter. A copy of each of these letters and the statements 
is attached hereto. I quote: 

It is still too early to estimate the water that will be available in 1957. If 
the year should be favorable, much of the water lost in the last 3 years can 
be made up, and firm power can be initiated to all or most of the remaining 
_allotees not yet served. If 1957 should see a continuance of poor water condi- 
tions, there may be little additional power for use in starting service to new 
customers * * * for the present, the Bureau of Reclamation is not able to promise 
firm power service to any new customers except one or two small loads that the 
Bureau was authorized to serve last year but did not supply for one reason or 
another. 

(Letters referred to follow :) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, REGION 6, 
Billings, Mont., July 1, 1954. 
Lioyp D. ZIMBRICK, 


Manager, Traverse Electric Cooperative, 
Wheaton, Minn. 


DeaR Mr. ZimBrick: Enclosed is a memorandum prepared by the Bureau of 
Reclamation and approved by Assistant Secretary Aandah] which allots the 
additional power to be available for sale through 1958 in the eastern area of 
the eastern division, Missouri River Basin project. You will note that your 
organization has been allotted q total of 2,400 kilowatts, including any amounts 
previously committed to you. 

We will present to you for your consideration as soon as practicable a con- 
tract for the sale of this amount of firm power under the standard terms and 
conditions which are established for ifs sale. Before the contract is presented, 
representatives of the Bureau will get in touch with you to consider certain 
details of the provisions and any special problems which may require attention. 
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We are not able as yet to estimate when we will be able to start work on your 
contract, or when it will be possible to present a contract draft for your considera- 
tion, but we will proceed as rapidly as is feasible. In general, contracts with 
customers of the Bureau now being served or to receive service in the near fu- 
ture will receive first attention. 

This letter will constitute notice of the intent of the United States to sell and 
deliver to you the amount of firm power stated above, but only (a) if a contract 
therefor is completed and pursuant to the terms of the contract, and (b) whep 
the United States determines that it is able to deliver the power. 

We realize that you may require information as to when the power can be 
delivered, and as to certain provisions of the contract, in advance of the time at 
which a draft of contract can be submitted to you. We wish to provide this 
information to you to the full extent practicable. We will probably be able te 
give you a specimen contract later this summer which will in general be ap- 
plicable to your situation, if you would wish to see one and we have not already 
initiated discussions with you. We can also give you an estimate of the date 
at which service can be initiated, if you are not now being served and have not 
been previously informed. In general, service to most North and South Dakota 
loads not now served is expected to begin before the winter of 1955-56, and to 
Minnesota loads in December 1956. 

Contracts will be negotiated by this office, but representatives of the Bu- 
reau’s Bismarck and Huron offices will assist in obtaining needed information. 
Requests for information relating to service in North Dakota and northern 
Minnesota may be made to the supervising engineer, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Bismarck, N. Dak., and for South Dakota and southern Minnesota, to the super- 
vising engineer, Bureau of Reclamation, Huron, S. Dak., or inquiries may be 
made to this office, 

Sincerely yours, 
F. M. Crinton, Regional Director. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
REGIONAL OFFICE, REGION 6, 
Billings, Mont., March 23, 1956. 
MANAGER, TRAVERSE ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, 
Wheaton, Minn. 

Dear Sir: Enclosed is a statement setting forth the present program of the 
Bureau of Reclamation for initiating new firm power service in this region in 
the immediate future to preference-type customers which have been allotted firm 
power. 

We regret that we are unable to include your cooperative in this immediate 
program. At present, we anticipate initiating service to your cooperative in the 
spring of 1957 after the Bureau completes the facilities that are necessary to 
deliver power in Minnesota such as its Granite Falls and Fargo substations, but 
it should be clearly understood that this is not assured. Service next spring 
will be contingent largely on water conditions this year and next year, as well as 
on the completion of facilities. Service could be delayed beyond next spring, 
or it conceivably could be sooner. 

In the meantime we will proceed as promptly as feasible to settle the details 
of the arrangements for service to the end that when the Bureau has the neces- 
sary power and transmission facilities, service can be started promptly. If these 
arrangements are to be made with a generating and transmission cooperative as 
has been discussed, we will deal with it. If they are to be made directly with 
your cooperative, we expect to initiate detailed discussions with you in the next 
few months. 

Very truly yours, 


F. M. Crrnton, Regional Director, 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
REGIONAL OFFICE, REGION 6, 
Billings, Mont., February 27, 1957. 
Mr. Lioyp D. Zimsrick, 
Manager, Traverse Electric Cooperative, 
Wheaton, Minn. 

Dear MR. ZimBRicK: We are enclosing a statement on the prospects for ini- 
tiating firm power service. in 1957. This statement is being sent to all customers 
that are not yet receiving their allotment of Missouri River Basin firm power. 

The Bureau will proceed as ‘rapidly as feasible to complete contracts, or con- 
tract amendments where needed, so that they will be in force in the event firm 
power service can be initiated this year. 

Very truly yours, 
F. M. Crinton, Regional Director. 


INITIATION OF FiRM, PoWER SERVICE TO CUSTOMERS IN THE EASTERN AREA OF THE 
EastTeRn Division, Missouri River Basin PROJECT 


Up to the present time firm power service has been initiated to preference-type 
customers in the eastern area of the eastern division, Missouri River Basin 
project, that were allotted firm power in 1954 about as rapidly as transmission 
facilities necessary to serve them have been completed. However, there were 
a few customers which could have been reached in 1956 to which service was 
delayed for lack of an adequate supply of firm power. 

All necessary transmission facilities to be provided by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion for serving all the remaining allottees not yet receiving firm service should 
be ready this year. The Fargo substation is almost completed. The Granite 
Falls substation and the Grand Forks substation are expected to be in operation 
before the end of the summer. . 

Unfortunately, the power-supply situation currently is not equally promising. 
The last 3 years have been quite unsatisfactory from a water-supply standpoint. 
There has been no spectacular general drought in the Missouri River Basin above 
Fort Randall, but flow in the Missouri River has been much below normal in 
each of the years 1954, 1955, and 1956. This is an occurrance which has been 
without historical precedent except for the prolonged drought of the 1930's, and 
Was not considered a reasonable prospect when the original plan for initiating 
firm power service was prepared. These low river flows would not have been so 
serious had the Missouri River main-stem reservoirs been filled to begin with, 
but these last 3 years had been expected to provide water for filling them. 

It is still too early to estimate the water that will be available in 1957. If the 
year should be favorable, much of the water lost in the last 3 years can be made 
up, and firm power can be initiated to all or most of the remaining allottees not yet 
served. If 1957 should see a continuance of poor water conditions, there may 
be little additional power for use in starting service to new customers. 

By late March or early April there will be data on snow packs in the mountains 
_and precipitation elsewhere that will give some definite indications as to what 
is in store for the rest of the year. At that time prospective customers with firm 
power allotments will be given further advice on the prospects for initiating firm 
power service to them in 1957. For the present, the Bureau of Reclamation is 
not able to promise firm power service to any new customers except 1 or 2 small 
leads that the Bureau was authorized to serve last year but did not supply 
for one reason or another. / 

If any questions arise concerning this statement, please address them to the 
Regional Director, Region 6, Bureuu of Reclamation, Post Office Box 2555, 
Billings, Mont. 
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Sustem load growths and savings 


South Minneso sta, | | 
Dakota, | kilowatt- | Total kilo- | South | Minnesota 
kilowatt- | hours | watt-hours| Dakot power bill 
| hours | purchased | | purchased | power bill | | 
purchased | | 


1956 


Actual power costs (bureau | 

power in South Dakota only).| 3, 883, 932 | 8, 488, 302 | 12, 372, 234 |$31, 281. 98 | $101, 821. $133, 103. 70 
§0 percent bureau power, Min- | | : 

nesota # | 31, 281.98 | 73,848.23 | 105, 130. 21 
Savings by coopers ative. . | | i 2 ...--| 27, 973. 4 | 27, 973. 49 
100 percent bureau power, Min- | | | | 

nesota.__. | 31, .§ 5, 685.66 | 77, 967.64 
Savings by cooperative < j TI ; é _.| 55,136.06 | 55, 136.06 


1961 





Bureau power in South Dakota 
only | 6,255,110 | 13,670,490 | 19, 925, 600 | 
60 percent bureau power, Min- | | | 
nesota | 
Savings by cooperative | 
100 percent bureau power, Min- | 
nesota > 
Savings by cooperative 
1966 
Bureau power in South Dakota 
only | 10,073, 916 | 22,016, 460 | 32,090,376 | 80, 591.32 | 261,995.87 342, 587.19 
50 percent‘ bureau power, Min- 
nesota ___ ca 32 | 191, 543 : 272, 134. 53 
Savings by cooperative | _.-| 70,452. 66 70, 452. 66 
100 percent bureau power, Min- i 
nesota : , 591.32 | 121,090. 53 | 201, 681. 85 
Savings by cooperative ‘ 5 hs : 140, 905. ¢ , 905. 34 


Mr. Zimerick. If we could obtain 50 percent of our Minnesota re- 
quirements, this indeed would be a substantial savings but, by the same 
token, if we could receive 100 percent of our power requirements from 
the Bureau for the area we serve in Minnesota, our power bill for the 
year 1956 would have been $46,685.66. This would be a savings for 
our Minnesota membership of $55,136.06 or 54.14 percent. 

For your further consideration, I have submitted herewith a table of 
statistics projecting for 5 and 10 years, the anticipated load growth 
for this cooperative and the savings effected if we could obtain 100 
percent of our power needs for the entire cooperative from the Bureau 
of Reclamation. This load growth is a conservative estimate and if we 
were to consider electric house heating, the percentage of increase 
would be much greater 

Now I would like to call to your attention the kilowatt-hour con- 
sumption of 15 neighboring cooperatives located in western and south- 
ern Minnesota ‘and all within the Bureau of Reclamation marketing 
areas: 
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1956 kilowatt-hour loads of Minnesota cooperatives, western and southern 
‘Minnesota 


ama Cooperative, Benson..._..- issued. tue. 20, 250; 600 
Brown Country Electric Association, Sleepy Eye___________________ 25, 426, 002 
Central Minnesota Co-op Power Association, Clements__.__._.___..____ 13, 366, 188 
Federated Rural Electric Association, Jackson : -..--.~ 29, 203, 409 
pane aeeeee 06-0m. Pelican Banida oe i oe 36, 242, 800 
IIS I oa a SE OD Sa ss te th 12, 764, 160 
McLeod Co-op Power Association, Glencoe 31, 053, 680 
Meeker Co-op Light & Power, Litchfield : 20, 766, 500 
Nobles Co-op Electric, Worthington 24, 542, 128 
Renville-Sibley Co-op, Danube - 12, 140, 440 
Runestone Electric Association, Alexandria____ 20, 722, 418 
South Central Electric Association, St. James________- eet 23, 667, 711 
Stearns Co-op Electric Association, Melrose , 31, 992, 513 
ToddWadena Electric Co-op, Wadena - 14, 787, 240 
Traverse Electric Cooperative, Wheaton 12, 372, 234 
Other co-ops partially within marketing area : 26, 200, 458 

They are all members of the Cooperative Power Association, a new: 
power cooperative, organized for the purpose of pooling allotments 
of energy anticipated fram the Bureau and the purchasing of addi- 
tional power; the transmission or wheeling of that power and other 
matters related thereto. These cooperatives had a combined con- 
sumption last year of 355,508,561 kilowatt-hours. The average cost of 
this power was approximately 11.5 mills per kilowatt-hour which re- 
sulted in a wholesale payment to the power companies of Minnesota 
of well over $4 million, in fact $4,088,348.45, for the cooperatives. 

If they would have all received hydroelectric power from the Bureau 
of Reclamation at 514 mills, there would have been a savings to the 
farmers in this marketing area of $2,133,051.37 or 52.17 percent. 

It might be well, gentlemen, to consider these savings when weigh- 
ing the benefits of the production of hydro power, in this area alone, 
versus navigation. 

Several State legislatures have recently enacted memorials to Con- 
gress,- asking that there be a study of water released for navigation 
from the Missouri Basin reservoirs. It is the opinion of my board 
of directors and directors of other electric cooperatives that we may 
not be obtaining the maximum production of power from the waters of 
the Missouri River and its tributaries. We feel also that there could 
possibly be a more coordinated effort between the people interested 
Mm irrigation, navigation, water supply, flood control, and power gen- 
eration so as to supply greater blocks of firm power for the farmers in 
this marketing area. 

Development of the maximum amount of firm power from Missouri 
River dams could save millions of dollars, annually, for the farm 
people of western and southern Minnesota. The rural people of 
this area are close enough to the main-stem dams so that this power 
ean be transmitted to their load centers economically. Making hydro- 
electric power available to these rural people will be a valuable con- 
tribution to bolstering the farm economy of this area and preserving a 
way of life vital to the region and the Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that in listening to the testimony 
here the last 2 days, I am of the firm opinion that my closing para- 
graph, which I have just read, brings out the point that better man- 


agement could be made of the water in the Misouri Basin. I believe 
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that some central management, some central control, is the answer to 
our problem. os 

Senator Case. I note you use the phrase “a more coordinated effort 
between the people interested in irrigation, navigation, water supply, 
flood control and power generation.” You are not taking the posi- 
tion that “ it should be all for us” or “all for them” but a coordinated 
effort ? 

Mr. Zimprick. That is right; that is, the best possible use be made 
of the water. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Case. Thank you, Mr. Zimbrick, for a very fine statement. 

If there are no other witnesses that want to be heard this evening, 
the acting chairman will take the liberty of recessing the hearings 
until tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock. At that time, I am advised, 
there are several witnesses to be heard. 

The committee will now stand in recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow 
morning. 

(Whereupon, at 4:30 p. m., the committees recessed, to reconvene at 
10 a. m., Friday, May 3, 1957.) 
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FRIDAY, MAY 3, 1957 


; Untrep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS ; AND 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 


The joint committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 
224, Senate Office Building, Hon. John A. Carroll (presiding). . 

Present: Senators Clinton P. Anderson (New Mexico); John A. 
Carroll (Colorado); Francis Case (South Dakota); and Roman L. 
Hruska (Nebraska). 

Senator Carrotu. The committee will be in order. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert into the record, at the request of 
Mr. J. R. Smith, a statement he has submitted from the Leavenworth, 
Kans., Chamber of Commerce. Without objection, it will be admitted 
into the record. 

(Statement referred to follows :) 

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Leavenworth, Kans., April 30, 1957. 
Mr. JAMES SMITH, 
Mississippi Valley Association, Missouri River Division, 
Omaha, Nebr. 

Dear Sire: It is our belief that the comprehensive basin plan for control of 
the waters of the Missouri Valley as set forth in the Pick-Sloan plan and the 
O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment best serves the interest of all the people in the 
Missouri Valley: 

We further believe that the Missouri River Reservoir Coordinating Committee 
and the Corps of Engineers are putting into practice the terms of the above- 
mentioned plan and amendment to the best interests of all concerned and are 
complying completely with their provisions. 

Until the system becomes fully operative on completion of dams, powerplants, 
ete., and the filling of the reservoirs, a true assessment of the adequacy and 
sense of the provisions of the law cannot be made. Until that time, undue 
emhasis on any one of the provisions will only result in slighting the others. 

The particular interests of Leavenworth and surrounding territory lie with 
navigation, flood control, and prevention of stream pollution. 

The development of a 9-foot channel at the earliest possible date is vital to 
our interests, especially in the light of the St. Lawrence seaway development. 
The release of water for minimum navigation requirements commensurate with 
other obligations should not be stopped to satisfy the demands made by one 
special interest group, such as the REA, especially since all current needs of 
that group are being supplied. 

Very truly yours, 
J. V. OLIVER, 
Chairman, Industrial Committee. 


Senator Carrott. We are happy to have with us this morning the 
distinguished Senator from Kansas, Senator Frank Carlson, who 
is here to testify on a matter before the committee. 

227 
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STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK CARLSON, UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS 


Senator Cartson. .Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much the privi- 
lege of appearing before this committee in regard to the allocation 
for use of the water in the Missouri Valley Basin. 

Our State has recognized that water is one of the most valuable 
assets we have. As a matter of fact, I think the future growth and 
development of our State, both industrially and agriculturally, will 
be determined by the amount of water we can conserve and use for 
beneficial purposes. 

I do not appear here this morning as an expert, but I did have the 
privilege of serving in the House of Representatives and as a member 
of the Flood Control Committee of that body in 1936, when our com- 
mittee, under the able leadership of Mr. Whittington, of Mississippi, 
wae what was then known as the Comprehensive Flood Control Act 
of 1936. 

- At that time, I took a special interest in the problems of the Mis- 
souri Valley Basin. We made great progress in the control of water 
runoff under that program. 

It was my privilege to serve in the House of Representatives when 
the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment to the Flood Control Act was 
apres in 1944, 

took an active interest in securing approval of the Pick-Sloan 
plan, which provided for an overall program for the basin. The 
adoption of that plan brought about a cooperative program between 
the agencies of our Government for the use of water which was to be 
stored in the great reservoirs, which were then to be constructed at 
some time in the future. 

It was necessary that we in the Missouri Basin arrive at just such an 
agreement in order that we might obtain fair distribution downstream 
of this water for irrigation, downstream water supplies, city uses, 
and power production for the upper river States. 

With both groups working together, the upper Missouri River is 
becoming the greatest series of manmade reservoirs in the world. 

It is my contention, Mr. Chairman, that no permanent allocation 
of priority should be established for the use of water in this basin 
until the complete Pick-Sloan plan for the control of water in this 
area is completed. Following the completion of the program, and 
given some time in which we can determine the needs of the various 
sections of the basin for beneficial uses of water, then I feel we can 
and should make allocations. ° 

Comprehensive and cooperative river development can encourage 
industrial expansion which is badly needed in the entire basin. It 
can encourage it by offering industrial water supplies, navigation, 
recreational facilities, and hydroelectric power. 

The population of our area is rapidly shifting from an agricultural 
population to an industrial population. While it is true our section 
will always remain a great agricultural area, and we must keep in 
mind the need of water for irrigation purposes, we cannot Searlook 
the fact that the present trend is moving toward the cities and toward 
industrialization. This means we must keep in mind water for in- 
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dustrial uses, for sanitation of our cities, for recreational purposes, 
and for electric power. 

I think the greatest loss the Missouri River Basin is suffering at 
the present time is the loss of thousands of our people through out- 
migration into other areas. We have some of the finest schools in 
the Nation in this section; we train outstanding scientific and techni- 
cal personnel and then lose them to otlier sections of the Nation. 

I get back to my earlier statement that the future growth and de- 
velopment of our great area will be determined largely, both indus- 
trially and agriculturally, by the amount of water we can conserve 
and use for beneficial purposes. 

I sincerely hope, Mr. Chairman, that no action will be taken at the 
present time that might in any way impede the growth and develop- 
ment of the area as a whole. 

I thank you kindly, sir. 

Senator Carroty. I thank you, Senator Carlson, for appearing be- 
fore this committee. 

I would like to ask you a question or two -with reference to the 
O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment. Based upon your previous legisla- 
tive service in the House of Representatives, and in your present 

apacity as one of the Senators from the great States of Kansas, is 
there any doubt in your mind whatsoever that the beneficial use of 
water for domestic, for industrial, for irrigation purposes, and other 
purposes as set forth in the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment, were 
to be given precedence and priority over the use of. water for navi- 
gation ? 

Senator Cartson. It was my thought, Mr. Chairman, when this 
amendment was approved, and as I stated I was a member of the 
House of Repr esentatives at the time, and having served on the Flood 
Control Committee during the able leadership of Mr. Whittington, at 
the time Senator Overton was chairman of the same committee in the 
Senate, that these uses were to be determined as to needs, and that 
no priority should be given until we were in a position to give pri- 
orities. Certainly irrigation would be one that would receive, in my 
opinion, a very high priority in my section. 

Senator Carronn. I am reading now from the O’Mahoney-Millikin 
amendment: “The use for navigation” and I will paraphrase, “shall 
be only such use as does not conflict with any beneficial consumptive | 
use, present or future, of such waters,” referring to the waters of 
these Missouri Basin States “for domestic, municipal, stock water, 
irrigation, mining, or industrial purposes.” 

We have had some testimony here by Congressman Wayne Aspi- 
nall, Senator O’Mahoney, and ‘others, too, that there was no doubt in 
their mind at the time this amendment was drafted and accepted by 
the Congress that the use of water, the beneficial use of water, was to 
take precedence over navigation purposes. 

Senator Cartson. I would agree that navigation is one of the 
phases that we give consideration to. I do not § say it is a prior con- 
sideration, as far as I was concerned. But I say it is one of the phases 
that could get consideration. I would say very definitely that we felt 
the need, and I think we realized the need, for protection of water 
rights for future irrigation, and stressed that little or no mention was 
made of prior uses for any of these other projects, for instance. Ihave 
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a fealing that these should go together. I would not come here today 
and say that navigation should have preferential treatment, and 
neither would I say that hydroelectric power should have prefer ential 
treatment. 

Senator Carroiu. But if the water is coming through hydroelectric 
power, it would be difficult, would it not, to have proper irrigation 
without the development of hydroelectric power, because they use 
power for irrigation purposes ? 

Senator Cartson. I assume that power will be one of the important 
developments in this entire program. That was one of the features 
that we discussed at the time. When we constructed the compre- 
hensive program I, for one individual, felt that we should take every 
advantage and use to the fullest extent all the phasés that we could 
develop in a comprehensive reservoir program. But I did not specify 
priorities. I mean, I did not get that in my own mind. 

Senator Carrow. I think that will be all. Thank you very much, 
Senator Carlson. 

Senator Cartson. Mr. Chairman, I certainly appreciate your cour- 
tesy this morning. 

Senator Carrotn. Thank you. 

The next witness is Mr. Lloyd Caulkins, of the Northwest Iowa 
Power Cooperative, Le Mars, Iowa. 


TESTIMONY OF LLOYD E. CAULKINS, MANAGER OF THE NORTH- 
WEST IOWA POWER COOPERATIVE, LE MARS, IOWA 


Mr. Cavixtys. Mr. Chairman, my name is Lloyd E. Caulkins. I 
am manager of the Northwest Iowa Power € ooperative, a federation 
of 10 distribution cooperatives serving about 75,000 people in north- 
west Iowa and with headquarters at Le Mars, lowa. 

I have a prepared statement and I have some observations that I 
have made during the course of these hearings. I would like to ob- 
serve that there 1s some question in my mind as to the value of one 
group testifying before your committee and resorting to applying 
descriptions to the other group that may not see eye to eye with them, 
such as immature, selfish, and minority groups. 

Secondly, I wish to point out that testimony by the group ) asking 
for these hearings was launched by an Iowa Congressman asking for 
slack-water navigation on the Missouri. This was repeated by other 
witnesses. I also repeat that we want to see slack-water navigation 
developed. I believe that it might be well to authorize a study into 
the desirability of slack-water navigation. 

We are not opposed to navigation. ‘Nearly every witness who ex- 
pressed himself as considering the upstream interests, either immature, 
selfish, or so forth, also expressed complete satisfaction with operat- 
ing the basin program by the interagency committee. I believe it was 
definitely established here y esterday that the interagency committee 
has no legal status to operate any part of the Missouri Basin program, 
but it is only an advisory committee which may have authority to 
present bills for consideration by the appropriate congressional 
committees. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman / 

Senator Carroiu. Senator Case. 
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Senator Case. That, of course, should not be interpreted to mean 
that they can introduce bills. The only people who can introduce 
bills for congressional committees would be Members of the Congress. 

I mention that because there has been a suggestion at times, that 
the Missouri Basin Interagency Committee or some other committee be 
given some sort of a special legal status. I do not know how any 
committee could ever be created that could present bills, as such, to the 
Congress, in the sense of introducig them. 

- Mr. Cautkins. Perhaps my statement should have been that they 
‘an. prepare material. oh HE 

Senator Case. They can prepare a recommendation or something 
of that sort, but it would not be introduced unless some Members of 
Congress would introduced it. 

Mr. CauuKins. At the March 20 Missouri Basin Interagency Com- 
mittee meeting, at St. Joseph, Mo., a comprehensive report on the 
development of the Ohio River was presented. It was specifically 
pointed out that the Ohio was never developed from a navigation 
standpoint until the enire river was a system of dams and locks. 

In other words, slack-water navigation. I have heard it mentioned 
by a member of the Interagency Committee on various occasions that 
this study should be made on the Missouri River, but I believe up to 
now his comments have fallen on deaf ears because no effort has been 
made to authorize such a study. 

I now can see how the navigation interests on the Missouri River 
“aun oppose this, since they pay nothing for the money spent to maintain 

the free highway for their preferential use. I visited with a man 
in Minneapolis, Minn., who operates barges on the Mississippi River 
and he assures me that slack water is the only kind of navigation that 
is really practical. 
' Slack-water navigation would provide a nearly uniform amount of 
water at all times so that downstream requirements for powerplants, 
sanitation, water supply, and other uses would have their require- 
ments met. Such a plan would give a lot of flood protection, also. 

It would make possible a uniform supply of firm power, and could 
be better able to pay off the huge portion of the reimbursable cost that 
power is assigned to pay off. : 

I repeat that we are all in favor of navigation, but we feel that 
the slack-water navigation offers the most possibility. 

Senator ANprerson. There has been a reference or two to slack-water 
navigation. Would you describe how the river would be operated un- 
der slack-water navigation as compared with how it is operated now? 

‘Mr. Cavixins. There would be, Senator, nearly uniform releases 
of water through the reservoir system on a continuing basis, rather 
than large releases to maintain free-fiowing navigation as is the present 
basis for operating the Missouri River. 

In part of my testimony I have a table that shows how the sale of 
power comes into the matter of the navigation releases. In 1956 the 
sale of dump power occurred in all but 3 months of the year because 
of navigation releases. 

Part of that time those releases were very substantial. I am sure 
that the Corps of Engineers can furnish information showing releases 
in excess of 30,000 cubic feet per second at times through the Gayins 
Point Dam. 
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The slack-water system would eliminate those large seasonal re- 
leases and make releases on a uniform basis, and maintain ample water - 
for the downstream purposes and produce more firm power. 

Senator Anperson. Which is sold at a very much greater rate. 

Mr. Cavutxins. It is sold at a greater rate. Of course, I believe 
we can recognize that according to the analysis of reimbursable cost 
that I have in my testimony, the power is scheduled now to repay 89 
percent of the reimbursable cost, yet having an allocation of 33 percent 
of the Missouri Basin project cost. 

Senator Anperson. We will let you finish your testimony and then 
we will come back to this. 

Mr. Cavutxtns. The preference navigation interests are asking the 
preference power users to settle for a minimum of wintertime firm 

ower under a free-flowing navigation plan. I raise the question: 
ould the navigation interests be willing to see water releases shut 
off to a dribble at their peak navigation season ? 

I am sure that the testimony that has been presented by others at 
these hearings would indicate that they are not in favor of such a 
scheme of operations. Comments have been made about the reservoir 
control center, and the fact that all of the States are adequately rep- 
resented on the committee operating the center. 

Perhaps the States are adequately represented. I feel that there 
is another phase of representation that should be considered and estab- 
lished, and that is this: that we believe that the preference customers 
who have utility responsibility to supply their customers, municipali- 
ties, and rural electric cooperatives should have representation on the 
control center in the same capacity that the Bureau of Reclamation 
does, which has no utility responsibility. 

We would like to see this committee take whatever action is appro- 
priate to establish that type of representation. I have one further 
comment before I go on to my prepared statement. 

Our system receives power from the Bureau of Reclamation, Sioux 
City substation, which is just a few miles south of a small town by 
the name of Hinton. Presently the Bureau of Reclamation has 
entered into a contract to enlarge the Sioux City substation to provide 

facilities for a nonpreference customer. 
' [have asked the Huron office of the Bureau of Reclamation for 
information on this particular installation. The cost of contractor- 
furnished materials and labor amount to over $194,000, but the actual 
cost of Government-furnished equipment and materials is not avail- 
able at this time. nF 

I believe that the contract with Iowa Public Service Co. is a short- 
term contract for no more than 2, 3, or 4 years. I am reasonably 
certain the contract does not provide for any responsibility on the 
part of the company to assist the Bureau of Reclamation in any sub- 
stantial fashion. 

On some occasions that has been done. I want to be fair and 
recognize that it has been done. But the Federal Government is 
spending a large sum of money for selling dump power to a non- 
preference customer, which is brought about by the method of 
release of water at this time. | 

I will first present the background on our project. Northwest 
Iowa Power Cooperative is a transmission cooperative now operating 
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667: miles of 69,000-volt transmission line serving 41 substations 
which supply Missouri River power to our 10 members. Northwest 
was organized for the purpose of bringing low-cost hydroelectric 
firm power from the Missouri River to its member cooperatives oper- 
ating in 11 counties of northwest Iowa. 

The project was organized in 1949 when plans of the Bureau of 
Reclamation had been approved to the extent that low-cost Missouri 
River firm power was to be available in northwest Lowa. 

After organization in January 1949, negotiations with the Bureau 
were started with the objective of agreémg on a plan to get this 
power to Iowa. At the same time, negotiations were being carried 
on with REA to find a feasible method of moving this firm power 
from the Bureau facilities to the load centers of the member cooper- 
atives. 

‘ Much time was used in exploring a variety of schemes to accom- 
plish this, before the present plan was evolved and approved. Part 
of the time was spent in negotiations with the profit utilities sup- 
plying most of the requirements of our members in an effort to 
assure receiving an adequate supply of Missouri River firm power, 
without large investments on the part of the cooperatives. 

Since the utilities would not agree to build new lines to reach addi- 
tional load centers, or rebuild inadequate existing lines, the coopera- 
tives finally obtained approval to construct this system which was 
determined to be the most feasible method of assuring adequate 
quantities of Missouri River firm power to meet the steadily increas- 
ing loads of the cooperatives concerned. 

The original loan was approved in July 1952, and the office was 
opened on January 19, 1953. Construction on the first 200 miles of 
line was started in August 1953 so that most of the power require- 
ments of the 10 members could be supplied from the Bureau in 
April 1955. 

In 1952, sales of power contracts were executed. between the Bu- 
reau and members of Northwest Iowa Power Cooperative for firm 
power. Also executed in 1952 was a wheeling contract between 
Northwest and the Bureau. One provision of the contract between 
the Bureau and members of Northwest stipulates that the member’ 
contracts could be canceled by either party unless Northwest started 
construction of its transmission facilities by July 1, 1953. 

Northwest demonstrated its intent to conform to the contract pro- 
visions by awarding a construction contract on June 29, 1953, actual 
construction starting in August 1953. 

Since it was incumbent on Northwest to start construction by July 
1953, our next concern was to establish a construction schedule, to 
fit the date firm power would be available. 

Accordingly, on April 9, 1953, a letter-was written to the USBR 
Grand Island office, inquiring about construction schedules of the 
Bureau and the date firm power would be available. The letter stated 
as follows: Spite 


Under present schedules and programs, power for Northwest Iowa Power Co- 
operative is planned to be available in April 1955. However, this delivery date 
depends on a number of factors, and we are not able to promise definite assur- 
ance at this time. : 
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That is only part of the letter. 

The letter indicated that sufficient provision had been made—driving 
pis to support the concrete footings, installation of footings, a de- 
ivery of steel towers, stringing overhead conductor, purchase of a 
substation site and substation equipment—to permit service in April 
of 1955. 

Based on this information, our board of directors adopted a con- 
struction schedule in August 1953, that would complete most of our 
facilities by about April 1955. . This was some 650 miles of transmis- 
sion lines, 41 member cooperative substations, and numerous major 
and minor switch stations. 

Senator ANperson. You say on April 8, 1953, a letter was written to 
the Grand Island office. Was that written by you? 

Mr. Cau.krns. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anprerson. Then it says the letter stated as follows. 

Mr. Cautkins, That is the reply. I am sorry, sir, for that error. 

Senator ANperson. In other words, what you are quoting is what 
you got back; is it not ? 

Mr. Cautxins. That is right, sir. 

Senator AnpEerson. It says: 


We are not able to promise definite assurance at this time. 

You would not be the one to promise anything like that. 
Mr. Cavutxkins. No... 

Senator ANperson. It should read: 


The letter in reply stated as follows. 


Mr. Cauuxins. Yes, sir. This schedule was vigorously pursued 
until early 1955 w hen it was learned that no firm power would be avail- 
able in April 1955, and probably not until April 1956, the date power 
was finally available. 

Throughout the period from April 1953 to November 1955, the date 
our members were to receive firm power from the Bureau was dis- 
cussed orally: with Bureau ‘representatives, and several letters were 
written to try and get a firm starting date. A firm date was needed 
since most of the power contracts our members had with existing sup- 
‘pliers contained a 6-month’s cancellation provision. This provision 
required giving notice 6 months prior to expiration of the contract, 
expiration of that year of service, since after 5 years contracts were 
renewed annually unless canceled by either party. 

In any discussion or statement by letter, the major factor faced by 
the Bureau in setting a date for start of service was availability of 
water for firm power. This is under control of the Corps of Engi- 
neers and necessitated obtaining approval from the corps prior to 
adding new firm-power customers. 

Since 1954 runoff above Sioux City was substantially below normal, 
navigation. releases depleted the supply to such an extent that the 
firm power for our member loads was not available for the spring of 
1955. Although the Bureau had hopes of supplying some of our load 
by late 1955, the runoff was again deficient and coupled with naviga- 
tion releases, there was no firm power available during the winter of 
1955 and 1956. 
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A letter from the Bureau’s Denver office dated November 22, 1955, 
outlined the operating plan for the main-stem power plants for 1955 
and 1956, and concluded by saying: 

We will advise you if there is any change in the operating plan by the corps, 
but as it now appears, it will be late March before power can be made available 
to NIPCO, : 

Senator AnpEerson. You are saying that they notified you that no 
firm power would be available. Were they selling dump power ? 

Mr. CauLkins. There was no dump power being sold in Iowa that 
I know of at that time because the Bureau facilities were not com- 
pleted. 

Senator ANperson, Were they selling it anywhere ? 

Mr. Cavutkins. They were selling it in South Dakota, I am sure. 

Senator ANDERSON. Very well. 

Releases depleted the supply to such an extent that the firm power for our 
member loads was not available for the spring of 1955. 

Then you say, 

There was no firm power available during the winter of 1955 and 1956. 

Was there any other kind of power available ? 

Mr. Cavuixins. There was no other kind of power ‘available to us 
Senator, because the policy of the Department of the Interior is that 
secondary and dump power will not be sold to customers who do not 
have generating facilities. 

Ours i is stric ily a transmission project, with no generation involved 
in it. So we were not able to purchase any other kind of power. 

Senator ANnperson. I am trying to find out if it is your contention 
that they are running this in such a fashion that they had only dump 
power available, I was born in South Dakota, where at one time there 
was the largest apple orchard in the world. You would have a hard 
time finding it now, however. 

For picking, we always got a supply of apples. My father had a 
practice that we should eat the speckled apples first, because thev 
would spoil, so we ate speckled apples all winter. 

Is it my understanding that all you get is speckled apples? 

Mr. Cav txins. I emphasize the firm power, Senator, because our 
contracts were for firm power and the intent is to point out that firm 
power was not available to any of our members and it was in accord- 
ance with Department policy that firm pewer would not be available. 
I cannot answer how much may have been sold in South Dakota, 


‘but I do know soine was sold in the fall of 1955 to the Iowa Public 


Service Co. for a short period from September to November. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ANpERSON. Senator Case? 

Senator Casr. The situation that Iowa finds itself in is somewhat 
different from the upper States, when you come to thinking about the 
O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment. If the O’Mahoney-Millikin amend- 
ment establishes a priority for the development of power as opposed 
to navigation. that priority or pr eference would only exist for those 
States which lie wholly or partly west of the 98th meridian. Iowa 
lies wholly east of the 98th meridian. 
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Senator Carrot. I believe that is a fair observation. I might 
mention this to the witness. It occurred to me, when you talked 
about the Northeast Iowa Power Cooperative, that you are east of 
Sioux City, and therefore, you are east of the 98th meridian. 

Mr. Cau.xins. Yes, sir: that is correct. 

Senator Carrott. When you were negotiating the loans of REA 
did you take into consideration the fact that you were east of the 98th 
meridian ? 

Mr. Cavxxrys. Senator, the Bureau of Reclamation had through 
the Department of the Interior, established a marketing area for 
which the Bureau would market the Missouri River power. 

Generally, that included the Missouri Basin and only portions of 
northwest Iowa were included in that area. In fact, the Bureau 
policy specifically would not permit it going further east into Iowa 
than the Missouri Basin water drainage area. 

Senator Carrott. What is the marketing area of your cooperative? 

Mr. Cautxrns. We serve 11 counties in northwest Iowa, starting 
with Sioux and O’Brien, and the two-tier countywide, down to an 
area east of Council Bluffs, including Pottawattamie County. 

Senator Carrotu. During this period of time, were you negotiating 
with the Bureau of Reclamation ? 

Mr. Cautkins. Yes, sir. 

Senator Carrott. When you were negotiating, did you meet with 
the Corps of Engineers? 

Mr. Cavixrins. No. ; 

Senator Carroty, At any time when you met with the Bureau of 
Reclamation, did anyone ever contest the fact that you were east of 
the 98th meridian? Was that question ever raised with you? 

Mr. Cautxtns. Senator, I was employed as manager of the project 
after the contracts were completed, but I have had considerable 
experience—I did not express any information about my background, 
but I had been employed by the Bureau of Reclamation for 5 years, 
from 1945 to 1950, and had considerable to do with power marketing 
in the area. 

I have some familiarity with the Bureau policy. I know at that 
time that it was established that the marketing area would include 
the Missouri River Basin. Zi 

Senator Carrott. What is the source of your power? Is it Sioux 
City? 

' Mr. Cautxrns. Now it is the Missouri River because Fort Randall 
and Garrison are connected by the 230,000-volt transmission line. 

Senator Carrott. What was it at the time that you negotiated ? 

Mr. Cavuikrns. At the time it was primarily Iowa Public Service 
Co., three municipalities and some from the Iowa Power & Light Co. 

Senator Carrott. When you were negotiating these contracts, what 
did you expect to be your source of power? __ 

Mr. Cavixrns. We expected the Missouri River plants to be the 
source. 

Senator Carroti. Where are they located ? 

Mr. Cavutxrns. South Dakota, North Dakota, and Montana. 

Senator Carron. How far from your area in miles? What is the 
marketing area from the source from which you would expect to 
get it? 

Mr. Cavixrys. Gavins Point would probably be 70 miles. 
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Senator Carroti. Seventy miles? 

Mr. Cavixins. And Fort Randall about 120 miles. 

Senator Carroiy. I think, Senator Case, that we might think of it 
in this light, that at the very time when the marketing area was estab- 
lished by the Bureau of Reclamation, it seems to me that in the estab- 
lishment of the marketing area they were seeking to get revenue to 
make this project feasible, and, therefore, even though the power lines 
extended beyond, let us say, east of the 98th meridian, I think you 
could sustain the theory that they had a right to sell the area on the 
west side of the 98th meridian and to those on the east side to make 
financially sound their power program. 

Senator Case. [ think perhaps we are getting off on that. I think 
vou would find that there are a great many areas west of the 98th me- 
ridian that are talking about a power shortage in the same way that 
Mr. Caulkins is talking about it. 

I think more power could be sold west if it were available for sale. 
1 merely brought that point up because I think the difference should 
be established between the two points of view. 

West of the 98th meridian, the people who are short of power may 
properly raise the question that they have protection under the 
()*"Mahoney-Millikin amendment, depending upon its interpretation, 
as against the use of water for navigation. 

Mr. Caulkins’ point, however, is that the production of power should 
have a priority over the use of water for navigation just in itself. He 
has not based his argument upon the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment. 
I think properly so, in his case, he is just arguing the virtue of his 
production of power rather than using the water for free-flowing navi- 
gation. 

Congressman Coad, the other day, who is certainly east of Mr. 
Caulking’ territory—and I did not make the point at the time because 
I did not know we were going to get into so much discussion on the 
O'’Mahoney- Millikin amendment—raised the question of the O’Maho- 
ney- Millikin amendment. 

I think that was probably not a proper foundation for his argument 
because I do not see how middle lowa or eastern Iowa could claim any 
protection under the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment for power use. 

Senator Anperson. I do not want to extend it, but I certainly want 
to put in a dissent into the record because I do not believe that the 
O”’Mahoney-Millikin amendment confines power sales to an area west 
of the 98th meridian. 

I think if it is interpreted that it does, we will have difficulties in 
contract negotiations. The right to power is certainly not limited by 
the 98th meridian. 

The use for navigation— 


says the amendment— 
in connection with the operation and maintenance of such works herein author- 


ized for construction of waters arising in States lying wholly or partly west of 
the 98th meridian— 


this is an attempt to discover what waters we are dealing with. 
These are waters arising west of the 98th meridian— 


shall be only such use as does not conflict with any beneficial consumptive use, 
present or future, in States lying wholly or partly west of the 98th meridian, of 
such waters, for domestic, municipal stockwater, irrigation, mining, or industrial 
purposes. s 
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This tries to establish the use to which the water may be put, but I 

do not believe it confines the west of the 98th meridian. I believe that 
a State like lowa or a State like Kansas, might at some date insist that 
it has some-rights even though it lies west of the 98th meridian. 

Senator Casz. Mr. Chairman, I am not suggesting that power may 
not be sold east of the 98th meridian, but I am saying that a reason- 
able interpretation of the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment would pre- 
vent the use in States lying wholly or partly east of the 98th meridian 
of claiming a right for the water for something other than navigation. 

I do not think that the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment gives pro- 
tection for use east of the 98th meridian. I call your attention to the 
fact that in the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment there are two ref- 
erences to States lying wholly or partly west of the 98th meridian. 
The second part relates to the use. 

It says the use for navigation of waters arising in States wholly or 
partly west of the 98th meridian shall be only such use as does not 
conflict with any beneficial consumptive use, present or future, in 
States lying wholly or partly west of the 98th meridian. It is the 
second use of the phrase “in States lying wholly or partly west of the 
98th meridian,” and that relates to the use in those States. 

Senator Carroiy. I would like to suggest, if I may, that I think 
Senator Anderson’s reasoning and interpretation is sound for this 
reason: While it may not have been contemplated at the time, it rea- 
sonably flows from it for this reason : 

If the beneficial consumptive usé of this water west of the 98th 
meridian is to be applied for a domestic or an irrigational use, and 
part of that use is the development of the project in order for them 
to make applicable, or—let us put it this way—feasible, the establish- 
ment of a marketing area extending east of the 98th meridian. 

In this instant case, this is a case where contracts have been formed, 
where there are obligations running into some $9 million of loans, as 
I understand it, and they have changed their financial position based 
upon the use of water which was intended to be used not only west 
of the meridian, but to make it usable and reasonable, these people 
have a financial interest. 

Therefore, their right follows their contractual right, I believe. 

Senator Case. I suggest that the Senator is confusing the feasibility 
of the project as a whole when it was authorized with contracts for 
the sale of power which took place many years afterward and which 
has nothing whatsoever to do with determining the feasibility of the 
project. 

Senator Carroti. But the revenue would flow into it. They ex- 
pected a repayment, I assume, on this, did they not? Is there some 
of this to be repaid, and the power revenues to be used ? 

Senator Anperson. I was going to suggest that Mr. Wise. might 
make a comment on this. During the hearing Wednesday, Mr. Hanlon 
requested that counsel of his group be allowed 2 or 3 minutes to dis- 
cuss their interpretation of the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment. 

That was postposed because other witnesses had plane connections. 
I thought when this witness finished his testimony, or any time that 
we could, it would be well to let Mr. Wise make such comnients as he 
can on this. I am as hopeful as you are that we can get through with 
this testimony. But it is pertinent on this point. 
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Mr, Wise, you are not planning to leave, are you? 

Mr. Wiser. No, sir. 

Senator ANDERSON. Do you not think that would be well ? 

Senator Carroiu. It is a very interesting point and I do not want 
to leave the record in such state that in any way I am agreeing to this 
interpretation that it could only be limited to the west side of the 
98th meridian, the use of electrical energy. 

Senator Case. I am not suggesting that you cannot sell power east 

of the 98th meridian. I am just suggesting that the O’Mahoney- 
Millikin amendment does not afford protection for areas east of the 
98th meridian when the choice comes to using the water for navigation 
or for power production. 
Senator Carrorx.-I am certain that if there is a contract and if 
there is a use for power, I say that they have a right to speak their 
piece with reference to the use of that water, if it deprives them of 
electric energy. 

They have a right to.be heard on it. I will not pursue that further 
at this point. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to be put in the posi- 
tion of saying that they do not have that right. But this is being 
properly raised by Mr. Caulkins as to a question of using water for 
navigation as opposed t to power development. He is not basing his 
argument on the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment and I think prop- 
erly he is not basing it on that. 

Senator Carrott. Do you wish to proceed ? 

Mr. Cavvxrins. Very well. I would like to proceed with my testi- 
mony now. 

Based on this letter, we then planned to start Bureau service by 
Apr il 1956. 

On December 27, 1955, the regional director at Billings, Mont. sent 

a letter inviting us to be present at a meeting scheduled for January 
5, 1956, at Fargo. N. Dak. Here it was orally “announced by region V T 

that the Bureau would not serve any new firm-power loads in 1956. 

It is perhaps needless to comment that this announcement caused 
some immediate action on our part. By this time, we had about $7 
million invested in our system and had operated entirely on loan funds 
for almost 8 years. The prospect of having a complete system built 
and no revenue in sight for another year was a very discouraging 
picture indeed. 

We had an appointment with REA on January 9, 1956, and asked 
REA to arrange a meeting with Mr. Aandahl. Accor dingly, we met 
with Mr. Aandahl and Bureau officials on January 10, where we were 
told the same story as announced at Fargo. 

The next day we again met with Bureau officials to see if anv kind 
of arrangements could be worked out to receive power. At that meet- 
ing, we were advised that if we could arrange for partial firm power 
during the winter, perhaps some scheme could be developed that would 
permit service. 

We reminded Mr. Aandahl and Bureau officials that the Criteria of 
September 1953 specified that the Buresn would purchase thermal- 
generated power to brine the Missouri River power output un to an 
average water year. The Interior Department refused to consider 
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such a plan. We then asked for assistance from REA, some of our 
congressional delegation, and NRECA and finally, on March 8, were 
officially advised that power would be available on April 1. 

With all of this confusion existing, our members could not cance! 
many of their existing contracts and, as a result, it was October 18 
before all of our 41 substations were served by the Bureau. You 
can readily understand that this resulted in a substantial loss of 
revenue to us although none of the delay was caused by our fault. 

In fact, we were delayed nearly 2 weeks after April 1, because the 
Bureau was making some changes in its Sioux City substation to 
permit sale of dump energy to the Iowa Public Service Co. The delay 
was caused by permitting taae Public Service Co. to use facilities in- 
stalled to serve our members; and the Bureau would have lost some 
revenue if Iowa Public was refused service until the facilities were 
completed. 

Such practices lead us to conclude that preference customers are 
actually not preferred by some of those responsible for marketing 
the power. 

ad service been available in April 1955, as we had been advised, 
it would have meant a savings to our members of over $189,000 in 
1955 alone.: It would have meant revenue of at least $280,000 to 
Northwest for the same period. Similar losses occurred in 1956 since 
only about half of the power purchased, after it became available in 
April, could be purchased from the Bureau. oe 

As mentioned previously, we were delayed in receiving full service 
from the Bureau because contracts with existing suppliers could not 
be canceled in time to permit getting all the substations supplied with 
Bureau service util October. Our delayed starting date was due 
to an adverse water year in 1955, but nearly normal navigation re- 
leases which depleted the water to such an extent that our firm power 
commitments could not be met until April 1956. 

The only view we can take with respect to this extra cost to nearly 
75,000 people in northwest Iowa, is that about $470,000 was donated 
in 1955 to the shipping interests using the Missouri. 

We see this experience as conclusive evidence that a single manage- 
ment agency, responsible for operation of the entire river, should be 
established now. How else can there be fullfillment of contracts 
executed by one Federal agency when it must constantly depend upen 
another Federal agency for permission to make the contracts effective ? 

Senator Anperson. I do not quite understand this last sentence: 

Our delayed starting date was due to an adverse water year in 1955, but nearly 
normal navigation releases which depleted the water to such an extent that our 
firm-power commitments could not be met until April 1956. 

That is left hanging in the air. What is the rest of it? Do you 
mean that the delayed starting date was due to an adverse water year, 
but there were also nearly normal navigation releases in 1956 that 
made it impossible for you to get started then ? 

Did they release nearly normal navigation amounts ? 

Mr. Cauixrns. In 1955, as I understand it, there were nearly normal 
navigation releases. The season did not end until November 1955, the 
navigation season. The point I am trying to make is that there was 
an adverse water year, but not adverse releases as far as navigation is 
concerned, 
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Senator AnprRSON. Even though there was an adverse water year, 
they went right ahead with nearly normal navigation releases? 

Mr. Cautkins. That is the point I wish to make, sir. 

Senator Aneprson. Have you any record that bears that out ? 

Mr. Cauuxrns. Only that intone 

Senator Anperson. I mean, we have to develop that by testimony 
from other sources ? 

Mr. Cavutxins. Yes, sir.” I know that the navigation releases were 
started in March of 1955 and ended in November of 1955. 

Senator Anprrson. Which agency is responsible for these nearly 
normal navigation releases in a drought area ? 

Mr. Cavuikins. The Corps of Engineers. 

Senator Anperson. So the Corps of Engineers testimony would be 
whether they did or not ? 

Mr. Cavutxrins. Yes. 

Senator Anprerson. Whoever is testifying for the corps, will you 
please comment on that point ? 

When you come to testify would you please comment on the point 
that the witness has just made, that there were nearly normal naviga- 
tion releases even though it: was a drought year. 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. That was in 1955. 

Mr. Caviktns. Your attention is invited to appendix A which 
shows the sale of power in Iowa to preference and nonpreference cus- 
tomers in 1956. You will note that the preference customers received 
about 65 percent of the amount sold to Iowa Public Service Co., yet 
the revenue was about 15 percent greater than from IPS. It is readily 
apparent that releases for free- -flowi ing navigation, creating large 
quantities of seasonal power, are costly to the Federal Government as 
well as the preference customers. 

This free-flowing navigation is costly to the Government because 
large losses in revenue result as this energy must be sold at dump rates, 
when substantially more firm power would result if slack water navi- 
gation was used. X 

Under such a scheme reasonably stable releases could be made on a 
year-round basis and provide a large increase in firm power and a re- 
sulting increase in revenue. It is costly to the preference customers 
since they must go-to high cost fuel generation at an earlier date than 
would be necessary, if there was additional firm power from the river 
powerplants with slack-water navigation. 

If navigation releases of 30,000 cubic feet per second are made for 

8 million to maintain a 9-foot channel, about 14 million acre-feet of 
water will be used. According to Corps of Engineer figures, the aver- 
age annual yield to the Missouri above Sioux City is about 25 million 
acre-feet. 

More than half of this is required for free-flowing navigation alone. 
When consumptive uses upstream are met in the future, there will not 
be sufficient water to provide for them and free-flowing navigation. 
The time is here when this proble m_ should be considered and remedial 
action taken. 

In a report to the Missouri Basin Interagency Committee meeting 
at Billings, Mont., on June 19, 1956, Mr. James Bradley, engineering 
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assistant, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Interior, presented an 
economic analysis of the Missouri Basin project. 

This analysis stated that the present allocations for all purposes 
that are reimbursable ‘amount to $3,459,533,000. Of this amount, 33 

“percent is allocated to commercial power. Yet, the repayment sched- 
ule calls for power to supply $3,066,405,000 or 89 percent of the total. 

It appears good business for power to-be included as a feature to 
help pay off this investment. Likewise, it would appear to be good 
business for the maximum amount of firm power to be produced, there- 
by assuring preference customers the benefits they are entitled to under 
provisions of the Flood Control Act, and to produce the maximum 
revenue to the Federal Government. 

We believe a logical immediate solution to this problem is for the 
Federal Government to construct thermal generating facilities to sup- 
plement hydrogeneration at the Missouri River powerplants. 

There are large quantities of lignite coal in North and South Da- 
kota which could be economically used for this purpose. Existing 
transmission facilities are available to adequately handle considerably 
more power than is presently being handled. This is a program that 
could be accomplished in approximately 3 years, as long-range pro- 
gram of slack-water navigation facilities should be undertaken at the 
earliest possible time. 

It is recognized that such a program would require several years for 
completion. 

Senator Carroti. Senator Case, it is this point on the preceding 
paragraph on page 5 I had reference to, if the figures are correct, on 
the present allocation for power. As I understand it, the repayment 
schedule calls for power to supply this tremendous sum of money. If 
that be true, if contracts were let east of the 98th meridian, this is why 
I wanted to make the point, that I thought they would have similar 
rights to those west of the 98th meridian. 

Senator Casr. The Senator understands that the allocation of cost 
by the Corps of Engineers bears no relationship fo the allocation of 

reimbursability by the Bureau of Reclamation with respect to the 
. Missouri River Prva 

Senator Carroni. That raises my next question. Does the Bureau 
of Reclamation, through its repayment schedule on power, deal with 
reimbursement ? 

Senator Casg. I think probably we should pursue that in some detail 
when we have the Bureau before us. The schedules of the Bureau 
of Reclamation are not based upon the allocations of cost made by 
the Corps of Engineers. 

Senator Carroiyi. We will pursue that when we come to it. 

Senator Anperson. I have just asked for this breakdown on the 
$3.5 billion. I am wondering if there is any possibility that extra 
aes assessments were placed against irrigation in order to get inter- 
est-free money. 

Senator Casr. Senator Anderson, actually, I do not think the law 
provides for any interest charge on the power under section 5, but 
the Bureau of Reclamation, in my judgment, is not following the law 
in section 5. 

Senator Anprerson. The Senator from South Dakota and I, sort 
of found ourselves together on these questions the other day. I think 
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when we get through this afternoon, we may find out how the Bureau 
of Reclamation came to that position that it takes. 

Senator Case. It is going by subparagraph (c) of section 9. I 
think they cannot take part of section 5 and put this money into 
the miscellaneous receipt of the Treasury, unless they follow the rest 
of section 5 and submit the rates to the Federal Power Commission. 

Senator Anperson. I am very much interested in that point of view. 
It will be interesting to get that testimony this afternoon. I quite 
agree with Senator Case that if you do not have some power to repay 
most of these projects would be bad. 

You had a great deal of difficulty showing that many of the projects 
in the upper Colorado Basin, which are very dear to the heart of the 
Senator from Colorado and me, are feasible without the power revenues 
that flow from the dams. 

1 wonder if you have a feeling that it was a proper allocation to 
charge only a third to power in this Missouri River Basin project. 

I do not have the figures before me. 

Mr. CautKins. I thought it best that I not include all of the figures 
of the breakdown, Senator, in my testimony. I certainly feel that 
power is paying all of its share. 

Senator Anperson. If it is paying 89 percent, it is paying a very 
substantial share. I am curious as to what the rest of that $3 million is 
charged to. 

Mr. Cavu.kins. There is a substantial portion of it that is allocated 
to irrigation, and some, of course, to fish and wildlife, and recreation. 

Senator Anperson. Those are not reimbursable. 

Mr. Cau.kins. Those are the reimbursable items. This is only in 
reference to the reimbursable portions, Senator. The nonreimbursable 
of flood control and navigation is not included in this. 

Senator Carroti. Do you mean to say that power is paying for fish 
and wildlife? 

Mr. Cavxkrns. I am not identifying it, Senator, as a specific item, 
but of the reimbursable allocations included in this presentation, power 
is scheduled to repay 89 percent of the allocation. 

Senator Anperson. I wish you would check the last testimony. I 
do not believe that flood control is paid for out of power revenues. 

Mr. Cavixrns. I say it is not a reimbursable cost. These are only 
the reimbursable. 

Senator Anperson. In your answer a moment ago, you included both 
wildlife and everything else, as the things that power is to pay for and 
I do not believe it pays ‘for them at all. 

The total of reimbursable items referred to the other day runs 
$3,458 million and includes irrigation, $2,235 million; commercial 
power, $1,144 million; recreation, $7,000,600; fish and wildlife, $16 
million; and the Buford-Trenton work, investigations, $55 million. 

But flood control, which runs $1,849 million, is not reimbursable and 
$1.959,000 of fish and wildlife are not, and the Rapid City fish and 
wildlife water supply is not. 

Mr. Cavuxrns. I was in error there, Senator. 

Senator Anprerson. Maybe I was in error. . Maybe I asked the ques- 
tion improperly. For the record, | wanted to be sure that the irriga- 
tion cost of $2,235 million is the main reason why these power charges 
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have to be fairly substantial on the present ruling of the Department 
of the Interior. 

It is the big item that is being repaid by power, is it not ? 

Mr. Cavuix1ys. That is right, sir. 

Senator Case. I think in the figures just below the line you are 
reading, it is obvious that the allocation to commercial power was 
$1,144,238,000, but power is being called upon to repay $3,066,450,000. 

Senator ANDERSON, Precisely. I was pointing that out, that $9935 
million is set up on irrigation. I do not know how many acres of land 
is involved in that, but that is a pretty large charge to irrigation. 

Senator Case. That irrigation, of course, is for a large part, in the 
investigatory stage. That allocation assumed the possible irrigation 
of many hundreds of thousands of acres of land, some of which the 
feasibility has not yet been determined. 

Incidentally, for the record, and since you read the line on Rapid 
City Airbase water supply, that $1,037,000 is not reimbursable as far 
as being charged to any of the other users is concerned, but at the time 
that arrangement was made, the airbase at Rapid City was about to 
spend some money on drilling deep wells. 

In the funds of the Air Force, an allocation was made so that that 
was a bookkeeping transaction as between the Air Force and the 
Bureau of Reclamation as if it had been paid. It was just transferring 
the money from one pocket of the Government to another. 

The Senator understands, I am not being critical of that at all.’ I 
was merely wondering if the charges for irrigation had been made a 
little large in order to make it interest- free money. 

Senator Carron. It raises one question with me. If the allocation 
of power is $1,144,238,000, and the irrigation costs are $2,235,749,000, 
do I understand, from the repayment schedule, that power is to repay 
this irrigation cost ? 

Mr. Cautxrns. It will repay a portion of it, Senator. 

Senator Carrott. So you say the repayment schedule calls for 
$3,066,405,000? Is that still your conclusion 

Mr. Cavrxrss. Yes, that is the portion of the reimbursable cost 
that power is expected to pay. 

Senator Carrot. And it is still paying 89 percent, then, of the 
total ? pe 

Mr. Cavuixrins. Yes. 

Senator Carrot. I think that is the important point. 

Senator Case. I think it may be true, Mr. Chairman, and I think 
this should be developed when we get the other witnesses, that the rate 
of power may not be changed substantially because of ‘that, because 
the power features may be scheduled to be paid out within a certain 
number of years and the amount that power would pay for irrigation 
may not be applied until after this term of 40 or 50 years has expired. 

On the other hand, if power paid out its own cost and was assessed 
only its own cost, it would be paid out perhaps by the end of 50 years. 
Then, there would be a very substantial drop in rates, presumably, 
because the capital cost would have been retired. It might not mean 
any immediate relief for the power users because that irrigation cost 
assessed to power may not be applied, so to speak, in the rate structure 
until after the first power allocation has been completed. 
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Senator Carrot, This would be a good point to say to the Senator 
from New Mexico when we get into it this afternoon. It will be a 
good thing to keep in mind that you will have your power repayment 
schedule, which is much shorter. 

For example, in the Frying Pan Arkansas project, it runs 50 years 
and in the others it runs 50 years. Then it will come into play. This 
is one of the things that we will discuss this afternoon. It is a very 
interesting bookkeeping transaction. 

Senator AnpErson. That is w hy I raised the question the other day. 
The rates for power have to be high enough to take care of the irriga- 
tion, was the point. It is my contention that they did not need to be 
higher, but it was purely an arbitrary decision of the Department 
of the Interior. 

On the point that Senator Case makes, that I happen to agree with, 
that you did not charge all of this $2 billion of allocation against it, 
once the repayment period of 40 years was through, these power rates 
would drop to a very fraction of what they now are. The question is, 
do you want the power rate effective, or do you still want to try to 
accumulate this $2 billion for the irrigation of 4 million acres of land, 
the cost of which will be an av erage of $500 an acre, but will be way 
in excess of $1,000 on many acres of land, and $1,300 an acre on some 
of them. 

After vou get it under irrigation, you have a real problem as to 
whether it has been worthwhile to put the water on it, at that figure. 
We have that problem. 

I want to say that I think the day will come when we will well afford 
to do it, and probably these projects will not be ready until then. But 
we certainly have trouble at the present. 

Senator Case. I would hate to have the power users pay for some 
theoretical irrigation which never comes to pass. 

Senator Anpersoy. Exactly. That is the point I was trying to 
make the other day. If we were sure that at the end of 40 years we 
were going to need to put these 4 million acres under irrigation in that 
part of the country, then probably it would be justified to keep power 
rates high to do it. 

But if you are not sure, then the power rate ought to more nearly 
reflect the cost of amortizing the investment in the dam itself. 

Senator Case. And if the power facilities have a longer life than 
40 years, it seems to me that a part of the power cost could be put 
into the final payment of that 40 years and recontract it so you could 
get the benefit of the lower rate earlier. 

Senator Anperson. I would think the power facilities would have 
a useful rate of 100 years, at least, and probably more. We will come 
to that later on. 

epee Carrot. You may proceed. 

Mr. Cavixrns. The analysis presented by Mr. Bradley states that 

the following power rates were used : 
Firm energy 5.5 mills per kilowatt-hour 
Nonfirm energy 3.3 mills per kilowatt-hour 
Irrigation pumping energy 2.5 mills per kilowatt-hour 
Excess capacity for peaking_-..._....-_---_--- $15.00 per kilowatt 

You will note from exhibit A that for the year 1956, firm energy 
sales in Iowa for all preference customers were at the rate of 5.12 mills 
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per kilowatt-hour, and sales of nonfirm energy, preference and non- 
preference, were at the rate of 2.836 mills per kilowatt- hour instead 
of the rates quoted by Mr. Bradley. 

(The exhibit referred to was as follows :) 





Exuisit A.—Power sales and revenues, Missouri River Basin project, Iowa, 
current year 1955 and January—September 1956 





CALENDAR YEAR 1955 


Kilowatt- | Dollars | Mills per . 
hours kilowatt-hour 


| : 
renee 


| 


Preference customers: 
REA cooperatives: 
Eee Mae s..-35.....-.-.- 


| 
espn gS RNR | 

| 

| 8,809,017 | 45, 439, 82 | 

| 

\. 





5. 12 

Osceola Electrical Cooperative 6, 289, 229 32, 078. 55 | 5. 10 
Subtotal REA cooperatives.....__......-..-..------.-- 15, 158, 246 | 77, 518. 37 | 5.11 
Municipality: Rock Rapids... : | 4, 344, 180 | 21, 428. 23 | 4.93 
Total, preference customers 19, 502, 426 98, 946. 60 | , b07 
Nonpreference customer: Iowa Public Service Co-- | 30, 035, 040 | 76, 887. 19 1 2.56 


JANUARY TO Sere tT” 1956 











Preference customers: 
REA Cooperatives: 


i Cherokee County REC 2, 133, 482 10, 656. 42 4. 99 
archon. County REC_. 4, 175, 676 20, 662. 77 4.95 
Ida County REC_. 2, 004, 570 10, 424. 57 4. 98 
Lyon REC. 7, 651, 224 34, 248. 01 5. 00 
Monona County REC - fae. 3, 397, 824 16, 759. 48 t. 93 
Nishnabotna Valley REC 6, 974, 352 | 35, 247. 48 5. 05 
O’Brien County REC. 2, 042, 856 | 10, 304. 77 5.04 
Osceola Electric Cooperative me aa 7 5, 232, 600 26, 397. 46 5. 04 
Plymouth Electric Cooperative ; 3, 119, 976 15, 540. 35 | 4.98 
Sioux Electric Cooperative Association. .- , 3, 058, 164 15, 802. 99 5.17 
South Crawford REC__. | 3, 037, 968 15, 515. 33 5.11 
Woodbury County REC death. ute 1, 902, 096 | 9, 500. 13 | ; 


~ 









Subtotal REA cooperatives ; -_| 44, 820, 738 225, 059. 76 


{ 5. 02 
Municipalities: 
Onawa (firm) -._.....-- E bg SH 1, 707, 480 | 8, 363. 17 4.90 
Onawa (secondary) - --__-. ; i | 1, 088, 121 | 3, 380. 29 3.11 
Rock Rapids ait as seed oa] 3, 218, 100 16, 269, 16 5. 06 
Sioux Center (firm) .___..- i bag es 243, 415 1, 255. 93 5. 16 
Sioux Center (secondary) - Sai bemie _ 1,290, 885 | 4, 080. 63 3.16 















Subtotal municipalities (firm) | 5, 168, 995 25, 888. 26 | 


ee ak 5. 01 

Subtotal municipalities (secondary) 2. 379, 006 | 7, 460. 92 3.14 

Total, all preference customers (firm) _ - | 49, 989, 733 250, 948. 02 | 5. 02 

Total, all preference.customers (secondary) 2, 379, 006 7, 460. 92 3. 14 
Nonpreference customers: Iowa Public Service Co__- | 122,717,040 | 346, 723.89 12.83 


| 








1 Demp energy—available only upon declaration by the United States. 





It is entirely possible that actual rates in other States where much 
more enrgy was sold were less than those shown in Mr. Bradley’s 
analysis. On this basis, the revenue from Iowa sales was deficient 
almost $98,000 with only a partial year of service. a 

Extended over the payoutperiod, this would amount to several 
million dollars. If the payout analysis is correct, it means that rates 
would have to be raised or more firm power sold. Slack water navi- 
gation would provide substantially more firm power that could even 
lead to lowering rates. 

There is ample market for the firm power in the marketing area 
and the preference customers are willing to pay for it—they are not 
asking for it free as the preferred shippi ng interests are doing by 
asking for free waterways. 
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Shown in exhibit B. are the actual requirements of the NIPCO 
menibers from 1950 through 1956 and estimated requirements through 
‘1970. Presently our members have contracts totalling 44,155 kilowatts 
and we estimate this will be used some time in 1960. 

(The exhibit referred to was as follows:) 


ExHipit B.—Ailowatt-hour and kilowatt demand data for 10 NIPCO members 
ACTUAL 


Kilowatt- Kilowatt Kilowatt- Kilowatt 
hours in demand c hours in demand 
thousands . thousands | 


65, 478 18, 760 || 1954____....._.. 105, 611 | 28, 150 
77, 922 20,710 || 1955___- Se etall 116, 721 | 32, 000 
85, 064 22, 580 || 1956... a 119, 217 | 30, 280 
93, 658 25, 200 


ESTIMATED 


: ; a 26, 000 35, 000 1964. __. ‘ 212, 000 56, 000 
1958 ane 38, 000 38, 000 |) 1965 . 225, 000 | 59, 000 
1959 ? 51, 000 41,000 || 1966__- e cs * 240, 000 | 62, 000 
1960 : 4, 000 44, 000 1967 7 256, 000 65, 000 
1961 7 76, 000 47,000 || 1968_._.- iS" 272, 000 69, 000 
1962 ; ; 7, 000 50,000 || 1969 : 290, 000 74, 000 
1963 _ 2.20, 000 53, 000 || 1970 ; 310, 000 | 79, 000 


In other words, we have enough power to last for another 3 years. 
At that time, additional power must be purchased from other suppliers 
at a much higher cost, or install generating equipment. 

Review of this data shows that our needs will increase substantially, 
thereby providing a market for more firm power. Present estimates 
of the Corps of Engineers indicate initial service from the Oahe 
powerplant to be December 1961. This. means that additional firm 
power will not be available to Lowa before 1962. 

At the same time negotiations were being carried on for firm power 
by the members:of Northwest, several municipalities were also nego- 
tiating for Missouri River power. Power for these municipalities 
would be wheeled over NIPCO lines and connections to our system 
would be made by the municipalities concerned. 

‘The entire expense of these connections was to be borne by the mu- 
nicipals. Presently, 5 of these municipals are receiving service from 
the Bureau by means of NIPCO lines and 3 more will be receiving 
service from the Bureau in a few months. 

Perhaps others would want power if there was any available. There 
is no firm power available to them, and there is no indication that any 
new allocations will be available for several years at least. Several 
of these are smaller communities and their power requirements are not 
very large. 

In every case that I know of, they have been required to purchase 
only firm and secondary power. Dump power was available only to 
large users such as profit utilities. Dump power is, of course, less ex- 
pensive than firm or secondary. This is another example that the pref- 


erence customers are not getting the preference afforded the nonpref- 
erence customers. 
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My exhibit C shows the pattern of energy sales by months in Iowa 
during 1956. We believe it is clearly demonstrated in this tabulation 
that free-flowing navigation is a wasteful method of operating the 
Missouri River. It can be seen that navigation releases made nonfirm 
energy available to some extent during each of 9 months. 

(The exhibit was as follows :) 







Exuisir C—Missouri River Basin, eastern division, region 7 power sales to 
customers in Jowa for 1956 


[Kilowatt-hours] 































| } | | 
| Firm sales | Non-firm | ; | | Firm sales | Non-firm | .Non-firm 
| toprefer- | salesto /Sales to non- |) | to prefer- sales to jsales to non- 
} ence | preference | preference || | ence preference | preference 
jcustomers customers, customers | jcustomersicustomersicustomers 
seit eee asain crocs Hh aMeinebhin a ee ¥ Mee 
| | | 
January...... | 1,941, 672 0 | Q || July.........| 9, 135, 091 283, 689 | 19, 532, 000 
February....| 2,025, 026 0} 0 |} August__.__.| 10, 178, 059 264, 244 16, 184, 000 
eren....... | 1, 910, 868 0 | 1, 971, 640 | September. -| 10, 591, 231 2261, 222 15, 765, 000 
April... 2, 536, 740 © | 22,012,400 || Octobher_.....| 10, 284, 027 233, 679 | 12, 402, 000 
May 5, 523, 133 751,661 | 22, 536,000 || November... 11, 916, 541 0 2, 601, 000 
June | 6, 146, 913 0 





853,190 | 24, 716, 000 || December .-| 14, 136, 129 0 




































Date of initial service to Iowa customers 





IS gL le N BREA eat ae AO OLE COE LORS SE RTE Dec. 14, 1956. 
a Baca al ews asomlen Apr: 19, 1956. 
a a a uni Sept. 25, 1956. 
aD a i rt eae fe ese Dec. 2, 1954. 
elmer NE as ar cuore el Apr. 23, 1956. 
Or Eee thee Sept. 6, 1955. 


Firming up capacity in federally owned thermal plants would to 
.a large extent, compensate for this wasteful operation and produce 
the revenue to pay off the investment in thermal facilities. 

Since navigation interests pay nothing for the water released for 
their use, there could be no conflict with navigation interests. The 
preference power users would be paying for the investment in these 
thermal facilities and such a program should be supported by both 
the preference users and the navigation interests. It should be clearly 
understood that this would have no detrimental effect on navigation 
or other uses of Missouri River water. 

I would like to summarize my testimony by stating that we favor 
(1) a long-range program of construction to provide slack water 
navigation facilities and an adequate channel; (2) immediate con- 
struction of federally owned thermal generating plants to correct the 
present wasteful use of Missouri River water; (3) making presently 
produced seasonal power available to preference customers for irriga- 
tion uses at the rates available to USBR constructed irrigation pump- 
ing projects; (4) establishing a single management agency to operate 
the Missouri Basin project: (5) selling all energy in accordance with 
established preference provisions of the Flood Control Act. 

I believe that will conclude my testimony, Mr. Chairman. I would 
like to also make available some time for the other witnesses who are 
to appear. 

I do appreciate the opportunity that we have been given and the 
discussion that it has aroused, 

Senator Carrot. Thank you very much. You are very courteous 
to save time, which seems to be very valuable here this morning. 
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Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I think we ought to particularly ask 
the Corps of Engineers to comment on the suggestion of the develop- 
ment of slack water navigation as opposed to free-flowing navigation. 

That is a definite point that Mr. Caulkins has raised, which has come 
up so sharply: before. 

Senator Carrot. Senator Case, we will do that. I do not suppose 
you want it done at this time, but at the proper time when they present 
their testimony. 

Senator Casr. That is correct, Mr. Chairman, when they present 
their testimony. 

Senator Carrotit. Without objection, the statement of Senator 
Schoeppel, of Kansas, and of Angus McDonald of the National 
Farmers Union will be incorporated into the record at this point. 

(The statement of Senator Schoeppel is as follows :) 


STATEMENT FILED BY SENATOR ANDREW IF. SCHOEPPEL, UNITED SratTes SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS 


I regret that previous engagements in my own State of Kansas prevent me 
from attending the joint session of the Senate Committees on Interior and 
Insular Affairs and Public Works, in connection with their inquiry on problems 
- relating to the operation of multiple-purpose projects in the upper reaches of 
the Missouri River Basin. I appreciate the situation that confronts the good 
people of the Dakotas, Montana, Minnesota, Iowa, Wyoming, and Nebraska 
with respect to their desire for low-cost hydroelectric power from the Missouri 
Basin system. 

On the other hand, the people of my own State of Kansas and nearby States 
are concerned with receiving adequate flows of the Missouri River for the main- 
tenance of minimum navigation, river regulation and related purposes. Not 
only the commerce, but the health and well-being of millions of people along 
the Missouri are at stake. 

We desire to see our cities and towns along the Missouri maintained so that 
they may continue to grow and prosper. 

It is my hope that the committees will find a happy solution for the problem 
so that the Missouri River Basin States may continue a united front in behalf 
of this great development that has contributed so much to the stability of the 
rast area of the country. ° ; 


(The statement of Angus McDonald is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF ANGUS MCDONALD, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE SECRETARY OF THE 
NATIONAL FARMERS UNION, RELATING TO THE PROPER USE AND DISPOSITION OF 
RESOURCES IN THE MISSOURI BASIN. 


Mr, Chairman and members of the committee, we call attention to certain 
resolutions of the National Farmers Union adopted at the biennial convention 
in Denver, Colo., March 23, 1956. These resolutions in principle are similar to 
resolutions passed by county, State, and National Farmers Union conventions 
for many years. The resolutions entitled “Using America’s Natural Resources 
for All,” are as follows: é 


“1, COMPREHENSIVE RIVER VALLEY DEVELOPMENT 


“We urge further Federal development of natural geographic areas to pro- 
mote better use of all existing natural resources of entire river valley basins 
in order to improve the economic stability of Such areas, promote conservation 
and wise use to prevent erosion and flood. The basins should be organized along 
completely integrated lines of local control similar to the Tennessee Valley 
Authority. We also urge that emphasis of such projects continues to be placed 
on generation of public power, with full respect to preference clauses, irrigation 
improvements aimed to benefit development of famliy type farms, and wisest 
possible wildlife management. 

“Provisions must also be made for continuation and expansion of the small 
water shed flood prevention and agricultural soil, water and related resources 
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conservation program both before and after establishment of such valley develop- 
ments. Such programs of development should include but. not be limited to: 
intensification and expansion of existing conservation programs on both private 
and public land; reforestation and revegetation to protect watersheds and in- 
crease timber and forage; increased appropriations for conservational manage- 
ment and development of all resources; and construction and maintenance of 
timber and stock access roads in national forests. We must make use of all 
scientific and technological advancements to increase conservation of all 
natural resources. Necessary action must be taken to halt the destruction and 
depletion of our land and our forests. 

“We strongly recommend the enactment of laws making it mandatory for 
the executive branch to submit to Congress for prior approval any action it in- 
tends to take that would sell or grant proprietary privileges in federally owned 
land or resources to private interests. Approval to make such transactions 
would be granted only in those cases where it is clearly shown that the general 
national welfare will be promoted by alienation of title. 


“2. DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATION OF ENERGY AND POWER 


“We urge establishment of clear-cut Federal legislation and policies to establish 
clearly Federal responsibility to produce, regulate, and control public power 
through programs of area development on the basis of all-inclusive support of a 
total national program. We urge Federal generation and transmission of the 
power required to meet the present and future needs of nonprofit electric systems 
and the use of the withdrawal clause to protect the rights of preference customers. 
The Federal Government must assist cooperatives and other nonprofit public 
power agencies to set up generating and transmission facilities where needed by 
supplying technical and financial support. The Federal Government must con- 
struct and operate the high voltage transmission facilities necessary to integrate 
individual hydroelectric projects and to deliver appreciable portions of their 
output to the load centers of preference customers. 

‘The Federal Government must purchase or generate sufficient thermal energy 
to supplement the hydroelectric capacity of the Federal system so that the maxi- 
mum amounts of firm power can be made available for the benefit of preference 
customers. 

“We urge that any electric or other utility, engaged in interstate commerce and 
enjoying guaranteed profits without risk while operating as a private monopoly 
with Government protection, be prevented from counting as costs in ratemaking 
the money spent, either directly or indirectly, to influence political action at any 
level. We urge amendment of the Internal Revenue Act to preclude charging off 
such expenditures as those mentioned above as tax deductions. We recommend 
legislation requiring that the benefits from accelerated tax amortization be passed 
on to consumers. 

“We urge establishment of regional development agencies to assure proper 
use of the Federal hydroelectric power and provide for optimum conservation and 
development of all values of areawide projects such as flood control navigation, 
irrigation and recreation. - Such development. would utilize the highest possible. 
potentials of multipurpose users and benefits including flood control, navigation, 
recreation, and water for industry, cities, and irrigation. 

“We insist that the water rights of farmers be adequately protected. We advo- 
eate strict limitations on the discretion of the Federal Power Commission to 
grant licenses for private development wherever such developments conflict with 
a multipurpose Federal program. Violation of the Federal preference clauses by 


‘ the Department of the Interior, by a policy of deceit and subterfuge which in- 


cludes refusal to sell Federal power to cooperatives and municipalities, must be 
forestalled. We should remove all limitations on areas served by nonprofit 
electric utilities. 

“We also urge that the technical assistance program of the Rural Electrification 
Administration be restored and its borrowing authority expanded. 

“We urge Congress to enact legislation prohibiting Federal agencies from turn- 
ing over any economically feasible Federal power sites to private companies. We 
also urge the authorization by the Congress of such multipurpose projects 
including Hells Canyon, Niagara, and Kings River. 

“We urge preservation of the excess lands provisions governing the use of 
water in Federal irrigation projects in the Federal reclamation law. 

“We insist that Congress either authorize the expenditure of funds for the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, to take care of the growing and critical power short: 
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age in that area, or authorize the sale of bonds by the Tennessee Valley Authority 
which would provide funds for expansion. We oppose the recommendation of 
the administration requiring TVA to repay funds greatly in excess of amortiza- 
tion requirements as determined by Congress. 

“In regard to allocation of costs of multipurpose projects, we oppose the substi- 
tution of the joint costs-remaining-benefits method for the incremental costs 
method in the southwestern area. We urge the enactment of legislation prohibit- 
ing the Department of the Interior from arbitrarily substituting one system of 
cost allocation for another. We also recommend that the period of amortization 
be increased from 50 to 100 years.” 

A word should be said about the historical position of the National Farmers 
Union in regard to the proposal for a Missouri Valley Authority. The National 
Farmers Union, over a period of years, assumed the leadership of the so-called 
MVA Committee, which labored so fruitfully in the field of public resource devel- 
opment. The pattern recommended by this committee was similar to the one. 
developed in the Tennessee Valley, where a Commission was appointed by the 
head of our Government to administer the TVA program as outlined by Congress. 

While Farmers Union still emphasizes the need for implementation of the 
valley authority idea, we realize that piecemeal development in the valley by 
the Army engineers and by other agencies must be taken into account. While we 
believe that the agency or agencies which administer programs in the Missouri 
Valley should be consistent with the ideas underlying valley authorities, we do 
not believe that any rigid administrative rule should be set up without further 
study of the. very complex problems which exist in the valley. 

We feel strongly, however, that the principles underlying our resolutions 
should be followed and the resources should be developed in a way to benefit the 
greatest number of people possible and to utilize all of the multiple-purpose de- 
velopments, including flood control, electric power generation and distribution, 
navigation, irrigation, and recreation. 


It should be recognized that water is a limited resource in the Missouri Basin 
and that there is no substitute for it; and for this reasen, we concur in the eon- 
clusions of the Missouri Basin Survey Commission in regard to priorities of 
uses of water.. They are as follows: (1) Domestic and municipal consuniption 
and pollution control; (2) irrigation, including ground water recharge, and 


industrial consumption; (3) hydroelectric power; (4) fish, wildlife and recre- 
ation; and (5) navigation. 

Attention. is called to testimony and facts developed at this hearing. We think 
it safe to conclude that facts indicate that the Army engineers have not wisely 
utilized water in the Missouri Valley and have not adhered strictly to the intent 
of the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment to the Flood Control Act of 1944. We 
recommend that this committee of the Senate direct the Army engineers to 
follow to the letter the recommendations of the Survey Commission. 

‘In regard to power we are told by the representatives of the rural electric 
cooperatives in the area that they are facing an imminent power shortage and 
that this power shortage, which will be disastrous to the farmer, results from 
bad management of existing facilities by the Federal agencies charged with the 
responsibility for operating the existing projects and from the lack of a satis- 
factory overall plan and program. 

The mismanagement which the cooperatives complain of has wide ramifications 
but a principal point is that water which is sorely needed for power generation 
is being released instead for navigation. I want to make it clear at the outset 
that I think navigation needs should be met as far as possible, but not at the 
expense of power needs. When the water is needed for power generation, it 
should be used for power generation. That would appear to be a necessary 
policy if we are to meet the essential needs of our farmers for electric power. 

This sound policy is written into the Flood Control Act of 1944 by the O’Ma- 
honey-Millikin amendment. By the terms of that amendment the water is to be 
used for navigation only to the extent that such use does not conflict with the 
use of the water for certain listed other purposes including “industrial purposes,” 
and obviously power generation is an industrial purpose. Therefore, when both 
sound policy and the law require that the water be used first for power genera- 
tion, there is no justification whatsoever in diverting water from power genera- 
tion to navigation. Therefore, the National Farmers Union joins with the rural 
electric cooperatives to request that the committee correct that situation: that 
you require the Government agencies charged with the responsibility for the 
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proper operation of the Government project in the Missouri River Basin to 
operate those projects in conformity with this sound policy and law. 

This we request is something that can be done now and until a final and 
’ overall program is worked out for the best use of the waters for everyone. Two 
long-range solutions have been offered, both of which should be adopted and 
put into effect. First, there should be slack-water navigation so that the maxi- 
mum use of the waters can be made for both power generation and navigation.. 
Secondly, steam generation should be provided to firm up to its maximum use 
the hydrogeneration in the area. Although I am not, myself, an engineer, I 
have had convincing explanations by experts that the maximum benefits of 
this hydrogeneration can be realized only if it is joined with and firmed up by 
steam generation. Ahd this is especially true in the Missouri River Basin 
where large deposits of low-cost lignite in North and South Dakota make it 
possible to have very low-cost steam generation. 

This is a subject that has disturbed us for a long time. We have never heard 
any satisfactory reason why this hydropower has not been firmed up. We 
cannot understand why Government projects must be operated on an uneconomic 
basis. If it is good economics to firm up this hydrogeneration by steam genera- 
tion so that you end up in a better economic position through greatly increasing 
the amount of the more valuable firm power, then there is no excuse for this 
not being done. This would be true éven if there were no conflict in the need 
for the water between power generation and navigation. It becomes all the more . 
necessary when there is such conflict. 

We, therefore, urge you to take care of the immediate situation by requiring 

_that power generation be given the first call on this water as against navigation. 
And that you also immediately initiate the steps necessary to provide both 
slack-water navigation and firming steam power so that the maximum develop- 
ment may be had to the greatest benefit of all users. 

I thank you for this opportunity to present this statement. 


Senator Carroti. We also have a statement from Milo W. Hoisveen 
which will be made a part of the record at this point. 


STATEMENT OF MILO W. HoIsveen, BisMARcK, N. Dak. 


My name is Milo W. Hoisveen and I live in Bismarck, N. Dak. I am the sec- 
retary and chief engineer of the North Dakota State Water Conservation Com- 
mission, the official State agency having control and jurisdiction of our water 
resources development, and I am also the State Engineer. 

At the request of the Governor, I have served on the Missouri River Coordi- 
nating Committee on the main-stem reservoir operation since August 1954. 

This coordinating committee has been confronted -with a period of four adverse 

waterflow years on the Missouri River. The demands for water, however, have 
been increasing during that time. 

The present major uses of Missouri River reservoior water are: municipal 
and industrial, irrigation, navigation, and power generation. As a resuit of 
the low flow, little gain has been made in storing water in the reservoirs con- 
structed for such purpose. The reservoirs have, however, enabled seasonal flows 
to be spread in a manner most beneficial to all of the listed users but not to the 
extent desired. 

The two users most adversely affected by curtailed releases are the naviga- 
tion and power interests. Both have, no doubt, invested heavily in equipment 
with which they conduct their enterprises. Both interests have been carefully 
considered by the committee in its endeavors to allocate water to them on an 
equitable basis. 

Minor disputes usually develop in the committee over the allocations to be made 
to these interests. I do not believe, however, that anyone on the committee 
feels these differences of opinion to be serious. They are, I am confident, the 
honest convictions of each of the members, who in turn is responsible to the 
State or agency he represents. These differences are always settled in accordance 
with traditional normal democratic procedure. 

Certainly, such differences will be recurring but they are not serious. Each 
representative recognizes his responsibility on the committee. 

An uncompromising attitude on the part of any one individual on the com- 
mittee could jeopardize the much-needed development of the entire basin. 

North Dakota is embarking upon the development of the world’s largest irriga- 
tion project. This is known.as the Garrison Diversion Unit. It will divert water 
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from the Garrison reservoir for the irrigation of one million acres in central 
and eastern North Dakota. Over the next 50 to 75 years the ultimate development 
may be twice as great. 

The generation of power can be accomplished through many means other than 
the use of water, such as with coal, oil, gas and nuclear energy. Only precipita- 
tion in the form of rain and snow provided by nature, stored and conserved by 
man, can supply precious water needed for irrigation. 

We in North Dakota are primarily concerned with and interested in knowing 
that the use of water for navigation is subordinated to the use for irrigation. 
Under the present provisions of the so-called O’Mahoney-Millikin amendments 
in the Flood Control Act of 1944 such protection is guaranteed irrigation water. 
The generation of hydroelectric power is only one of the multiple purposes for 
which the Missouri River Basin project was authorized. We are content for 
the time being to entrust our irrigation interest to the protection afforded by 
the present provisions of that act. 

I feel that the coordinating committee on main-stem reservoir operation on the 
Missouri River should continue under the present arrangement and as now con- 
stituted: If it can successfully operate under the adverse flow years we have 
recently experienced, the committee’s success in the future is assured. 


Senator Carroin. The next witness is Mr. Severson. 


STATEMENT OF HARLAN SEVERSON, EDITOR, SOUTH DAKOTA 
HIGH-LINER, AND STAFF MEMBER, MADISON DAILY LEADER 


‘Mr. Severson. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is Harlan Severson. I am the editor of the South Dakota High- 
Liner, official monthly publication of rural electric cooperatives of 
South Dakota. With a circulation of nearly 65,000, this monthly pub- 
lication has the largest circulation in South Dakota. 

I am also a staff member of the Madison Daily Leader, a daily news- 
yaper which contracts with rural electric cooperatives of South Da- 
die for production of the High-Liner. 

My testimony is brief. Let me call your attention to several docu- 
ments that I believe are germane to the important: topic being dis- 
cussed here. 

The first of these is the record of power sales in the eastern division 
of the Missouri Basin for the calendar year 1956. This record is in 
the form of a letter to Representative George McGovern from W. A. 
Dexheimer, Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclamation. This letter is 
attached to the end of this written statement. 

The letter lists the customers, separates them by States and the type 
of power sold to them. 

The figures in this letter were tabulated fora story in the South Da- 
kota High- Liner. This tabulation shows that a total of 2,387,842,128 
kilowatt-hours were generated at the main-stem dams, Fort Peck, Gar- 
rison, Fort Randall ‘and Gavins Point t, in calendar year 1956. This 
power was sold for $9,362,808.25. 

The amount of power in millions of kilowatt-hours that each group 
received, and the percentage of the total amount available is: 


[Millions] 








hours hours 


| | | 
pours | Percent | Kilowatt- 
| 


Private power wenn 8. 894. 7 37.6 || Municipalities. ___- 
Rural electrics-_- ones 766, 2 32.0 || Federal Government 
Public power districts -. . 562. 1 23.5 || State governments 








, 
4 
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Thus, the power companies, which opposed these dams in every way possible, 
are now receiving the big benefit from them. 

For this 37.6 percent of the total power available, the power companies paid 
only 28.9 percent of the total power bill. 

A large part of the power sold to them was either secondary or dump, which 
sells for 2 or 3 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Rural electrics, municipalities and public power districts received the firm 
power, at an average cost ranging between 5 to 5.5 mills. 3 
The facts are, of course, that firm power, that which is available 24 hours a 

day, 365 days a year, is more valuable and the cost should be more. 

Secondary and dump power are available for shorter periods of time, and thus 
are less valuable. 

The significant fact, the tabulation verifies, is that only slightly more than 
half of the total power being produced is firm power, with about a fourth being - 
secondary and the other fourth being dump. 

In other words, the dams are being operated so that large amounts of this 
cheaper power is ‘being made available for the benefit of primarily one group— 
the private power companies. 

The case of Canyon Ferry Dam in Montana is a good illustration of this. 

The Montana Power Co. purchased 294,833,886 kilowatt-hours from this dam in 
1956 at an average cost of 2.5 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

This is either all—or virtually all—of the entire output of this dam, sold at 
these “giveway” rates. 

Tabulation of the power sales reveals many other interesting facts. Here is 
how the power was distributed among the States: 


Percent 
Nee cd aeesch on ob eee oampebcnmanntnadin ducedanpumnsiahsonanimumiin 18 
pass blk si esin mined Gita erarerdermeenentanelitinowrecesuant 23 
a lacig seat gs tertaroatacvtne ey do pareanist riewsstnloo lenin ensonaiuionas 22 
a a a as mise sided emntahasthdgttbinasesdntans 9 
a hit dah qcisiah de dation cabs 6 
EL cline emt erie bremememe 22 


A more graphic illustration of the fact that the private power com- 
panies are receiving a large share of the available power is included in 
the Daily Operating News of the Sioux Falls division of Northern 
States Power Co. 

I quote: “USBR sent us over 1 million killowatt-hours Thursday.” 

This Daily Operating News was for Thursday, April 18, 1957. 

I am confident that an investigation of the power sales made to these 
power companies and the rates charged to their consumers would show 
that the savings these companies are receiving from this river power 
is not being returned to their consumers. 

The power marketing criteria of the Bureau of Reclamation spe- 
cifically states that these savings should be returned to the consumers. 

Let me turn now to another document. It is the audit report to the 
Congress of the United States, Missouri River Basin water resources 
development program, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1955, by the 
Comptroller General of the United States. 

On page 5 there-appears this statement : 

We believe that the lack of policies and criteria to be applied in making alloca- | 
tions of construction costs and the existing confusion and responsibility for mak- 
ing these allocations should be resolved by legislative action. Accordingly, we 
are recommending that the Congress provide policies and criteria to be applied 
for making allocations of construetion costs of multiple-purpose projects, the 
results of which serve as a basis for establishing rates for commercial power. 

We are recommending that the Congress designate specifically the agency to 
make the allocation where one agency is authorized to construct the project and 
another agency is authorized to market the products of the project. The Con- 
gress may wish also to clarify the role of the Federal Power Commission on 
these allocations for future multiple-purpose projects including power. 








cr 


iy Ce Se Ow ee YO te 


~ = 


9 


<s 


OnODs 


MISSOURI BASIN: WATER PROBLEMS 255 


May I briefly point out here that the objectives outlined here by the 


. Comptroller. General of the United States are also the objectives of 


the so-called Trimble bill. Rural electric cooperatives of South Da- 
kota have passed resolutions supporting this bill. 

The crux of this entire problem, that i is, water, is summed no better, 
I believe, than in an editorial that appeared recently in the St. Louis 
Post-Dispatch. Speaking of the priority, this metropolitan news- 
paper comments: 

Some such priority as that of the 1944 act is in order, for whereas water is a 
prerequisite of prosperity in the humid part of the region, in the subhumid part 
it is a prerequisite of survival. 

Since the Army engineers are primarily responsible for navigation, there will 
always be room for doubt that they are assigning proper weight to the uses of 
impounded water for irrigation power, fish and wildlife. 

Our region is paying, in the waste of precious water, the price of divided, in- 
complete management of our water-control works. We are ready to demand 
and keep on demanding, until it is forthcoming from Congress and the President, 
a single agency of management of our interstate water resources. 

There have been, and there are now, bills introduced in the Congress 
that would create such a single agency. The bill now introduced is 
that of Senator Hennings, of Missouri, which would create a commis- 
sion to manage the river and the land and water resource development 
of the Missouri Basin. 

The South Dakota Rural Electric Association has repeatedly asked 
for such an agency in numerous resolutions passed at its annual meet- 
ings. 

C ongress must act soon if the land and water resources of the Mis- 


- souri Basin are to be developed for the people. 


“At the end of the statement, there is a tabulation of the power sales 
in the eastern division of the Missouri Basin, and we wish to have 
that as part of the Degree report. 

' (Tables referred to follow :) 
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Firm power sales during calendar year 1956, Missouri River Haet, eastern 


division 





Kilowatt- 
hours 
MONTANA 
Cooperative utilities: 
Goldenwest Electric Cooperative TD. Natl 3, 904, 200 
Hill County Electric Cooperative___............-- 11, 106, 440 
Marias River Electric Cooperative -._....-_..-.---. piabda 29, 704, 470 
McCone County Electric Cooperative___...........------- 14, 175, 480 


Mid Yellowstone Electric Cooperative ___- 
Northern Electric Cooperative 


Sheridan County Electric pepenetiye- A as es 


. Southeast Electric Cooperative . re 


Valley County Electric Ocaparstave.. EOLA 


8, 592, 006 
9, 449, 806 
15, 915, 096 
4, 979, 436 
1, 436, 599 
4, 390, 557 





Lower Yellowstone... ._. acid hiiine tibiae aGimeuee 10, 031, 592 
Sie a ae Ce Salt wetland onde aneee neumnasune 113, 685, 682 


Privately owned utilities: 


Montana Dakota Utilities Co. combined with North Dakota 


Montana Power Co...........-- 


Special irrigation service: 
Buffalo Rapids Farms. S cecubee ost 
Board of Control, Savage 
Malta Irrigation District, “Dodson._.- btded 
Intake Irrigation District 
Kinsey Inigation District _-_- Se 
State water conser vation board, Sidney teat cits gi 
U.S. Indian Service ee 
Crow Creek PIPES... - 250-54 


ING icckinctabndstnonennip amines 
Bureau of Reclamation Project Service: 


Canyon Ferry spenennairaen abi 
Tiber Dam__ aes 


Subtotal_- 1, 647, 49 3 | 
Miscellaneous service: 
School district No. 21- | 36, 940 
State fish and game department... -_-- 34, 854 | 
Subtotal ee et Oe ; shee 


| 





33, 633, 425 


10, 236, 332 
752, 943 
139, 750 

48, 5AS 


- 1, 438, 860 | 


960, 527 
1, 053, 053 
1, 553, 600 


951, 100 | 


696, 393 


cA 


16, 183,-633 | 


| 
| 
Revenues 


$20, 745. 98 

56, 755. 70 

143, 506. 16 

72, 751. 52 

42, 738. 85 

47, 054. 70 

78, 047. 75 

24, 250. 54 
7, 563. 09 

| 23, 090. 63 
51, 594. 69 


568, 099. 61 


|_ 161, 314. 91 


| 25, 590. 83 


1, 882. 37 | 


349. 28 
| 121. 42 


2, 401. 33 
2, 632. 64 
| 3, 884. 00 


3, 804. 40 
2, 785. 58 


6, 589. 98 


738. 80 
226. 17 


3, 597.15 | 


4), 459. 02 


Cooperative utilities: 


Cam-Wal Electric Cooperative---._-- eb eaeaihere tans esi 7, 529, 269 
Central Electric Cooperative Association.-.............----- 7, 724, 113 
Cherry-Todd Electric Association...............----------.--- | | 5, 240,000 | 
Re ae eae ee 7, 992, 006 
ieee Baste COOerOLIWG....... .- cacnccccocccvedascécnnnsseee 8, 923, 160 
Moreau Grand Electric ave Ae ails cates kone «das a | 7, 203, 024 
Northern Electric Cooperative......................-----.---- 2, 174, 296 
Rosebud Electric Cooperative..............-....------------- | 12, 284, 352 
Rushmore Generation and Transmission..............-.------ 34, 424, 616 
Beads Biectrie Cooperative | a. .......- onc seccnwnccececesceee 3, 877, : 240 | 
Bon Homme-Yankton Electric Association !_.........-------- | 4,727, 437 | 
Charlie Mix Electric Association !................--.--------- 2, 672, 448 
Clay Union Electric Cooperative !.._..........-......-....--- 5, 926, 682 | 
Codington-Clark Electric Cooperative Bae Ss nS aaktencain | 5, 226, 179 
Douglas Electric Cooperative !.........................-.-. — 1, 994, 667 | 
RAPED BENUOUNEO COUIOTOEI YO Foo ono cn cece ccccccccccswsseesctcce ] 5, 169, 960 
Inter-County Electric Association !............--.---- inianinwes | 7, 358, 351 | 
Kingsbury Electric Cooperative !_..............-...--....---- | 2, 278, 211 
Lake Region Electric Association !.............---.-.---.....- 5, 143, 368 
Léineoih-Union Brecaie O60." . . 2 nw. nce cccncccwccecneene- 7, 610, 260 
McCook Electric Cooperative !_...........-..-.- dalle enishdeiipnbaccrle | 3, 868, 625 
Northern Electric Cooperative !..............-.-.---.-.---..- | 3, 812, 462 
Ree Electric Cooperative !._..............--..--.------- Ss aa 2, 791, 445 
enw outta awapmewnn ne | 22,098, 761 
Spink Biocwto Cooperative '................--......----..-.-- | 3, 079, 938 
‘Treveres Biecwie Cooperative }... .. i... .cncsecnswcesees-n<- 2, 303, 429 | 
Tri-County Electric Association !__..............--..-..------ | 4, 239, 117 | 
Turner-Hutchinson Electric Cooperative ! ............-..----- 9, 923, 963 


SOUTH DAKOTA 


Union County Electric Cooperative !._.............-..-...1..- 2, 184, 953 
Whetstone Valley Electric Cooperative '..............-..--.... 5, 038, 129 
East River Electric Cooperative, Inc.?_.......- ieamahasiven cunemeioes 78, 519, 223 


Subtotal 


283, 339, 684 | 


See footnotes at end of table, 


a 794 


4 


37, 389. 
39, 275. 5 
27, 122. § 
40, 665. 37 
44, 276. 
5, 862. 


w 
’ 


v4 97 


49 


11, 028. 52 


_ 
on Ge 


| 13, 527. 
28, 759 


26, 215. 


10, 004 


25, 874. 
36, 438. 
10, 990. 


38, 161 


A 426, 544. 


, 968. 
75, 881. 
19, 104. 
23, 192. 


18, 981. 

19, 136. 

13, 744. 

108, 081. 
15, 190. 

11, 689. 

20, 907. 

| 48, 603. 
10, 570. 
26, 050. 

| 400, 040. 


44 
18 
15 


57 





37 | 
36 | 


33 


58 | 


25 


99 


25, 808. 22 
48 | 


88 
17 
79 
37 
19 
94 
96 
70 
78 
63 
93 


16 | 
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kilowatt- 
hour 
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Firm power sales during calendar year 1956, Missouri River Basin, eastern 
division— (Continued) 


SOUTH DAKOTA—continued 
Municipalities: 
Aberdeen 
Arlington_- 
Badger - - 
Big Stone City 
Bryant 
Brookings - - - . 
Burke 
Flandreau 
Fort Pierre - - 
Groton... 
Howard 
Langford 
Madison..__ 
Miller. - - 
Parker-. 
Pierre... 
Plankinton - - 
Sioux Falls---- 
Volga... .- 5 
Vermillion 
Watertown. - 
Winner 


Subtotals - - - 


Agencies of State government: 
Brookings State College... _- 
Redfield State Hospital. 
University of South Dakota... -- 


Subtotal ods njuhei 
Other Federal utilities: Ellsworth Air Force Base 
Privately owned utilities: 

Black Hills Power & Light Co 
Central Electric & Gas Co-- 


Te 
Domestic employees ease dad 
Commercial and industrial: Donovan-Lovering-Boyle 
Bureau of Reclame ation Project Service: Angostura Camp 

BR crt eek bile 
NORTH DAKOTA 
Municipalities: 
City of Lakota 
City of Valley City 


Subtotal 


Cooperative utilities: 
Burke Divide Electric Cooperative. - 
Capital Flectric Cooperative 
James Valley Flectric Cooperative. 
Kern F lectric Cooperative 
McKenzie F lectric Cooperative 
Minkota Power Cooperative ?_- 
Mor-Gran-Sou Electric Cooperative. 
Montrail Electric Cooperative 
North Central Flectriec Cooperative__. 
Oliver-Mercer Electric Cooperative 
Slope Electric Coonerative 
Verendrye Electric Cooperative_.- 
West Plains Electric Cooperativ« 
Williams Electric Cooperative - 


Subtotal 
Privately owned utilities: 


See footnotes at end of table, 


Montana-Dakota Utilities Co.'__- 


and 


Kilowatt- 
hours 


Revenu 


1, 254, 396 
2, 151, 230 
181, 968 
848, 368 
431, 4€0 | 


747 680 
2, 076, 138 
36, 


13, 349, 964 
4, 173, 024 





1,017, 756 | 
284, 440 
2, 810, 304 | 


6, 774, 159 
6, 036, 000 


24, 367. 
, 287, 196 i, 479. 


o 


a. é 


. 66 


| 


Average 
mills, 


| kilowatt- 


| 


37 | 


wm 00 Co 
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2eSEne! 


I 
we 
& 6 


31’ 003. 50 | 


hour 





79, 499, 335 398, 943. 


246, 870 | 

822, 589 

328, 032 
- 397, 491 
13, 038, 000° | 


9, 145. 
__ 63, , 407. 


3, 275, 180 


3, 371. 
3, 857. 
1, 916. 


63. 


52 | 
52 | 


21 | 


14, 814. 


21, 000 97.% 





3, 296, 180 


14, 911. 75 


6, 415 | 51. 82 
74, 400 2, 563. 


41, 693 | 


| 
1, 349, 995 
6, 098, 129 


7, 448, 124 | EE 
7, 243, 384 
3, 630, 568 
5, 244, 534 | 
11, 679, 165 
7, 601, 629 | 
26, 011, 493 | 
3, 905, 265 | 


18, 101 


26, 927 


70, 339. 
37, 612 


6, 102, 351 
10, 125, 112 
1, 674, 433 | 
10, 749, 501 


7, 617, 766 | 


51, 929 


38, 142. 
122, 627,823 | 615, 388. 
| 64, 657, 190 | 


16, 482. 
31, 541. 5 


8, 486. 2 
54, 420. 


301, Y8S. 


188. ¢ 


6, 929. 
30, 489. 


418 iy 
37, 321. 6 


58, 873. 3% 
38, 494. 77 
126, 714. 32 
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85 
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68 
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8 | 
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Firm power sales during calendar year 1956, Missouri River Basin, eastern 
division—(Continued) 
































Average 
Kilowatt- Revenues mills, 
hours kilowatt- 
hour 
| 
I ceestsapancndil 
NORTH DAKOTA—Continued 
Agencies of State government: 
SES ERE EE SE ee Sue 23, 680 | $375. 13 15. 84 
North Dakota State Hospital. __.___.- tmdunihianeies oa 1, 266, 820 | 5, 252. 77 4.15 
North Dakota State School of Science._.._._.- aceamie ede” 114, 816 696. 13 6. 6.04 
Re” ee seanavnecsonnady 2h 405, 316 16 | 6, 324. 03 | 
Special irrigation service: ts a Lt eee | Se 
Buford-Trenton Irrigation District_..__.._- sihahaaiinalihidand 1, 235, 580 | 3, 088. 95 2. 50 
Fort Clark Irrigation District.........................- Se paindaom | 247, 520 618. 85 2. 50 
Lewis and Clark Irrigation District__._._- adm bath 451, 200 | 1, 128. 23 2. 50 
SE iin ieub iteieleen odcnennonncen hawansentene 1, 934, 300 | 4, 836.03 | 2. 50 
Bureau of Reclamation project service: ; ; entlented pea 
Corps of Engineers, Garrison---.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.--..- tevsialcie | 3, 427, 200 | 16, 786. 59 4.90 
Heart Butte Dam-_-- Wo ieatecasns . outiare ‘ 22, 512 | 90. 05 : 4.00 
scien one owns i btiidbetias 
Nad te ae... hs camdiaiadwakadeudidemndn | 3, 449, 712 16, 876. 64 | 4. 89 
IOWA | 
Municipalities: 
AMR tie sit ie bih a hati dhnnnaicncmeseniaiwidecicenndsite 27, 234 26. 08 | 4. 63 
See EL ROE ONS SO se anaiimmanieeieimaiois 3, 381, 300 16, 294. 07 | 4. 82 
I Cs oe 00d ae dos auinsmuioenomaennadhene | 486, 005 2, 488. 28 | 5.12 
I ea 2 oo pues eosatnmnienine 4, 321, 740 | 21, 814. 53 5.05 
I emdeaeaubemcae 889, 827 | 5, 047. 22 | 5. 67 
i a. ee arciiaaaananmewuseianeds 9, 106, 106 | 45, 670. 18 5.02 
Cooperative utilities: | 7 3) - 
Cherokee County Rural Electric Cooperative............-..-- | 4,614, 786 | 23, 489. 64 | 5.09 
Harrison County Rural Electric Cooperative. ...........--.-- 6, 709, 356 33, 667. 78 5.02. 
Ida County Rural] Electric Cooperative..............-.---.-..- 4, 417,110 23, 963. 89 5.43 
Lyon Rural Electric Cooperative--_-....--- A 10, 394, 208 52, 960. 50 5.10 
Monona County Rural Electric Cooperative. 5, 482, 908 | 27, 519. 66 5.02 
Nishnabotna Valley Rural Electric Cooperative | 11, 580, 264 | 59, 016. 82 | 5.10 
Osceola Electric Cooperative................................-- 6, 875, 820 | 35, 191. 78 5.12 
O’Brien County Rural Electric Cooperative..................- 4, 157, 928 | 21, 450. 43 5.16 
Plymouth Electric Cooperative.....................--..-..---| 6, 489, 342 | 33, 935. 24 | 5. 23 
SE, Sy a III oie ircitcieewesiicdencecnseen : 6, 373, 368 | 33, 070. 38 5.19 
South Crawford Rural Electric Cooperative..............----- 5, 656, 410 89, 483. 08 | §. 21 
Woodbury County Rural Electric Cooperative............-.-- 4, 468, 824 | 22, 696. 03 | 5. 08 
a el | 77,220,324 | 306, 445.23 | 5.13 
i | 
MINNESOTA | 
Cooperative utilities: Southwestern Minnesota Cooperative- ----_-- | 14, 419, 944 74, 465. 51 5. 16 
NEBRASKA 
RII DEINE ibis nan sebseeiankhiennaseneuse | 458, 717 2, 387. 60 | 5. 20 
State government utilities: Nebraska Public Power System ?_...._- 468, 008, 571 | 2, 168, 415. 36 4. 63 
| 





1 asuniaiindii transferred to East River Power Geeneiion, Inc., July 9, 9, 1956. 
2 Based on application of rate schedule before deduction of rate discount due to United States being 
relieved of wheeling charges. 
3 Includes energy delivered in Montana as well as in North Dakota. 
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Secondary energy sales during calendar year 1956, Missouri River Basin, 
eastern division 











Average 

| Kilowatt- Revenue mills, per 
hours kilowatt- 
hour 









MONTANA 
Cooperative Utilities: Marias River Electric Cooperative - --- _...| 16, 237,390 $52, 910. 01 3. 26 
Privately owned utilities combined with North Dakota coal Ssabeee once tsc aces aimee 











NORTH DAKOTA 
Cooperative utilities: 



































































Central Power Electric Cooperative. --.-.-.......--.-.--- ead 47, 324, 913 149, 606. 75 3.16 
Minnkota Power Cooperative. --.-.....----- -.------------| 91,408,969 | 283, 931. 32 3.11 
Ty a ee ys oh oachg See aatneesek caaanereee | 138, 733, 882 433, 538. 07 3.12 
Municipalities: City of Valley City_-...........-.---- ieatenocuie | 4, 936, 575 16, 540. 21 3. 35 
——— ES | 
Privately owned utilities: | 
Montana-Dakota Utilities Co.!...............-.-...---.----.- | 111, 299, 168 335, 951. 75 3.02 
Otter Tall Power 00.9.2 5..5006542--s2sss625--- iaitlatmee ee sed | 84,048,793 | 276, 105. 39 3. 29 
—_____—_|_—— 
rats si Aitatamtacaaeainalae 195, 347,961 | 612,057.14 3.13 
Agencies of State government: North Dakota State TB Sana- ae 
RN tebints bibs chteshiacscs deh aphndeceuiuad<aenesanindaae | 214, 792 744. 85 3. 47 
SOUTH DAKOTA | Yet as 
Municipalities : 
Brookings. - - - ; , 7, 143, 420 | 22, 228. 14 3.11 
Plankinton : , | 91, 023 | 284. 53 3.13 
Volga wal 125, 454 | 390. 44 3.11 
Walestowse. 9... ......-- Sieeeaee ¥ . : | 8, 638, 265 | 28, 074. 02 | 3. 25 
Subtotal __-. ae conige | 15, 998, 162 50, 977. 13 3.19 
Privately owned utilities: . warernis cis Wik 
Central Electric and Gas Co satel cieaeiiatd |} 10, 482, 226 | 34, 920. 36 3. 33 
Northwestern Public Service Co 2 : 83, 282,879 | 274, O88. 385 3. 29 
Gate inc cteiec ston ‘ mine ‘ shes eer, 93, 765, 105 | 309, 009. 21 3. 30 
Agencies of State government: : 
Brookings State College é 1, 356, 143 | 4, 444. 98 3. 28 
Redfield State Hospital___-__- i . ; 147, 905 | 459. 69 3.11 
Subtotal. __.-.-- j psae | 1, 504, 048 | 4, 904. 67 3. 26 
Commercial and industrial: Western Contracting Corp 3, 646, 872 12, 147. 36 3. 34 
IOWA ne Bat : roa van 
Municipalities: | 
Onawa sod a dtbdbndn disci andéanSsiicemsmeds geste beeaedl 1, O88, 121 3, 380. 29 3.11 
Sioux Center_-_.- ~aitaanidininihtceaaiaiedsiaaeansecinlemnniteastianedeaaancammamedaataiasaliad 1, 524, 564 4, 825. 59 3.17 
Subtotal______-- ub lab. sti liede deed abel abla 2, 612, 685 | 






1 Includes energy delivered in Montana as well as North Dakota. 
2 Includes energy delivered in South Dakota as well as North Dakota. 









Peaking power sales during calendar year 1956, Missouri River Basin, eastern 
division 










Average 
Kilowatt- Revenues mills, 
hours kilowatt- 









MINNESOTA 






Municipalities: City of Moorhead (peaking power only)-.-.....-..-- None Ge, CEP Betcctecads 
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Dump energy sales during calendar year 1956, Missouri River Basin, eastern 























division 
: Average 
Kilowatt- Revenues mills, per 
hours | kilowatt- 
hour 
MONTANA 
Privately owned utilities: 
Montana Power Co.: | 
Ceaven- ety... .........- Sa 06 tion seta haat Becta 294, 833, 886 | $737,084.72 2. 50 
ha ce anicinrireveiinmninn etn ss iirnctinaosh neta acctens 8, 908, 106 | 22, 270. 27 | 2. 50 
eae cudccuatieted tacts sate sccucciasncssndscacel oh ee 759, 354. 99 2. 50 
NORTH DAKOTA: Pe ET, cece al ee heehee aa 
° | 4 
Privately owned utilities: Northern States Power Co -...........|_ 11,491,265 | 34, 626.77 3.01 
SOUTH DAKOTA ak i 
Privately owned utilities: | | 
Black Hills Power & Light Co_._..__...___--- -eeee------| 3,415,925 | 11,955.7 3. 50 
Northern States Power Co.......______- . 47,647,000 | 112, 288. 21 2. 36 
i diaenceatcbecmaciceedinihcieceip eroieaieenel 
EE incedlsccnctbitessee jes abet tlg, he hls wien nn diathipie’ 51, 062, 925 | 124, 243. 95 2. 43 
NEBRASKA rt: > | _ ey 
State government utilities: Nebraska Public Power System_......| 94,177,002 | 230, 662.13 | 2. 45 
IOWA 
Privately owned utilities: Iowa Public Service Co_.........._-. 137, 720, 040 389, 804. 05 2. 83 











Mr. Severson. On behalf of Mr. Virgil Herriott, who was also sched- 
uled to attend this morning, I have his prepared statement and I should 
like to make it a part of the record. 

Senator Carroti. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(Statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT BY VireIL H. Herriorr, GENERAL MANAGER, Sioux VALLEY EMPIRE 
ELEcTRIC ASSOCIATION, INC., COLMAN, S. DAK. 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committees,.since 1953 I have been general 
manager of the Sioux Valley Empire Electric Association, an REA-financed 
rural electric distribution cooperative. 

Prior to assuming my present position, I was manager of the Codington-Clark 
Electric Cooperative of Watertown, S. Dak., for 4% years. Prior to that, I 
was employed by the Guthrie County Rural Electric Cooperative of Guthrie 
Center, Iowa, for 2 years. Both of these systems were likewise REA-financed 
rural electric cooperatives. I was born and raised on a farm and know, first- 
hand, how important dependable electric service is to the farm. 

Our cooperative serves an area of over 2,500 square miles along the eastern 
edge of South Dakota. It provides electric service to approximately 7,650 in- 
stallations, which, by class of service, is approximately 5,500 farms, 650 resi- 
dential consumers in rural villages, 350 rural residences, and the rest are cot- 
tages, lake resorts, and commercial users in both rural villages and in rural 
areas. 

Our cooperative first began operations in 1939, and is now the largest in South 
Dakota, in terms of the number of consumers served. 

Our cooperative serves rural villages located within its service area, the largest 
of which has a population of about 700 people. 

Our cooperative has continually and aggressively sought to encourage wide- 
spread use of electricity by its members, because of the value to the members 
in relieving drudgery, elevating their standard of living, and last, but certainly 
not least, for increasing their net profit. If electricity is thus to be used on the 
farm, in the home, in the stores, machine shops, locker plants, and other such 
places, the supply must be dependable. 


se 
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As the retail supplier of electricity within our area, we must accept utility 
responsibility to our consumers. This utility responsibility must apply to quan- 
tity and quality alike, and we must, therefore, deal with those who supply our 
power in such a way as to be able to fulfill our utility responsibility. 

A basic problem’ of ‘most South Dakota rural electric cooperatives has been 
the failure of any organization to assume true utility responsibility for meeting 
their electrical needs. This includes not only the providing of the power, but 
also the providing of adequate substation and transmission facilities, properly 

operated and maintained. 

Due to the lack of acceptance of utility responsibility by previous power sup- 
pliers, 21 distribution cooperatives in eastern South Dakota banded together to 
form the East River Electric Power Cooperative. The East River cooperative: 
was formed with the understanding that the Federal Government was construct- 
ing multipurpose dams on the Missouri River and that large amounts of hydro 
power would be available to the cooperatives as preference users. -We assumed 
that the Federal Government would accept utility responsibility for the produc- 
tion of power to meet our needs and to provide the backbone transmission lines 
to deliver this power to the major load centers of the preference users. East 
River’s role was to be to deliver the Federal power from these major load centers 
te the individual distribution cooperative’s load centers. East River and the Fed- 
eral Government would then, together assume that utility responsibility for an 
adequate, dependable source of power so vital to our members’ success. We, asa 
power supplier, could then fulfill our utility responsibility to our members and 
consumers. 

The Bureau of Reclamation began deliv ering hydro power at approximately 
the same time the Missouri Basin Marketing Criteria was issued, which denied . 
any utility responsibility on the part of the Federal Government. It was then 
necessary for the East River member cooperatives to revise their contractual 
arrangements with the Federal Government so that East River could accept 
utility responsibility for the member cooperatives and East River would, in turn, 
negotiate With the Bureau of Reclamation, and others, if necessary, in order that 
they could meet their utility responsibility obligation to their member coopera- 
tives. 

I charge that the Bureau of Reclamation, in the operation of their transmis- 
sion system, has not provided us with a dependable supply of electric power. We 
recognize that they have not accepted utility responsibility as to the amount of 
power which we will need, but certainly, so long as they have a transmission sys- 
tem to deliver their available power, it should be operated in such a manner as 
to provide dependable service. 

I will cite an example of the Bureau of Reclamation’s failure properly to pro- 
vide facilities and properly to operate them. Their continued mismanagement 
has hampered us in our attempt to assume our responsibilities to our consumers. 

When the Bureau of Reclamation system was constructed, Oerlikon switches © 
were installed in some of the Bureau substations. These switches are foreign 
made and were bought on a competitive bid basis. Our operating experience 
with the Bureau of Reclamation has been anything but good with these switches. 
The Bureau has had a fairly good operating record since their first shakedown 
tests, except for this equipment. 

From January 10, 1954, to January 10, 1957, some 20 service interruptions have 
occurred and outage time has resulted from the misoperation of this equipment 


‘ and from the Bureau's failure to carry out good operating practices. We have 


done our best to cooperate, but cooperation is a two-way street. 

I am attaching to my testimony the log of Oerlikon switch failures as reported . 
by the East River Electric Power Cooperative for the period from January 10, 
1954, to January 10, 1957. The most lengthy single service interruption was 2 
hours and 33 minutes. This service interruption affected 18 distribution coopera- 
tive substations, serving several thousand rural and village consumers. As to 
frequency of operation, I would point out that at one particular substation, 
service interruptions varying from 9 minutes to 1 hour and 15.minutes occurred 


‘on November 3, 13, 14, 15, and December 9, 1955. An examination of the outage 


log will show reoccurring misoperation of these switches at several substations. 

The examination of the outage log will also show why we charge that the 
Bureau is guilty of mismanagement in the operations of its facilities. How can 
we provide dependable service, if this type of operation continues when it could 
be improved? 
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Our farm members, as well as our village members, depend on a nearly con- 
tinuous supply of electric power. An outage on Saturday afternoon during the 
Christmas shopping season certainly brings business activity to a halt in a rural 
village and causes serious inconvenience to all consumers. If it were due to ad- 

- verse weather conditions, I am sure that most people would understand the cause 
and accept it. It is hard, however, for them to accept the cause for the service 
interruption when they know it is due to the faulty operation of the system and its 
equipment, especially when it has a long record of faulty operations. 

This mismanagement by the Bureau of Reclamation—that is, their failure to 
replace this equipment with tried and proven equipment which will operate 
properly—and their failure to follow good operating practices is a source of 
aggravation and creates costly service interruptions to our members and con- 
sumers. : 

Our cooperative has had this same experience of faulty equipment. We have, 
however, replaced our faulty equipment with proper equipment so as to be better 
able to assure our members a continuous supply of electric power. 

Our operations and maintenance practices have been such as to provide a high 
quality of service, both from a standpoint of adequate voltage and on as con- 
tinuous a basis as is possible in face of the natural elements. 

Mr. V. T. Hanlon, manager of the East River Electric Power Cooperative, in a 
letter dated January 2, 1957, addressed to Mr. E. Vere Stalcup, United States 
Bureau of Reclamation, Huron, 8. Dak., stated that he believed that the East 
River Cooperative would be willing to supply suitable oil circuit breakers in lieu 
of these switches, if the Federal Government could not see fit to do so. It does 
not appear to be a matter of economy on the part of the Bureau, because it is such 
a small item compared to the total investment by the Government in transmission 
facilities in this system. There maintenance, operation, and replacement costs 
on these switches must be an extremely expensive item. The Bureau of Re- 
clamation seems to have little trouble in purchasing proper equipment to sell 
dump or secondary power to the electric utilities. It seems, therefore, that they 
certainly ought to provide suitable equipment to serve the preference users, who 
are purchasing the firm power, with a quality of service that is standard with the 
industry. 

The power available from the multipurpose development of the Missouri Basin, 
together with the Bureau of Reclamation transmission system, is essential to the 
continued success and growth of our rural electric cooperative. We do not be- 
lieve, however, that the Bureau of Reclamation is accepting their responsibility, 
in this instance, as they should. 

If our members are to have a dependable supply of electric power our 
cooperative, East River, and the Bureau of Reclamation must accept their 
individual responsibilities for their respective operations. The Bureau of Re- 
clamation has not been willing to cooperate with us on these problems, in spite 
of our offers to cooperate with them. It is typical of the attitude which has 
been exhibited in the operation of the river itself and of the wasteful manner 
in which water has been used. I hope that this committee and the Congress of 
our Government will be able to see to it that the interests of the people are 
looked after more carefully in the operation of the basin facilities. It is a great 
and wonderful development and can mean so much, not only to the people of the 
basin, but to all of the people of our country. 


Loe or OFRLIKON SwitcH Farvures, UNitTep STATES BUREAU OF 
RECLAMATION, East River Loop 


January 10, 1954, to January 10, 1957 


January 10, 1954: 115-kilovolt switch No. 262 at Watertown failed to close. 
Outage time, 1 hour, 43 minutes ; substations affected, 7. 

March 25, 1954: 115-kilovolt switch No. 1462 at Watertown failed to close. 
Outage time, 1 hour: substations affected, 7. 

May 31, 1954: 115-kilovolt switch No. 262 at Sioux Falls failed-to close. 
Outage time, 1 hour, 27 minutes ; substations affected, 11. 

September 5, 1954: 115-kilovolt switch No. 162 at Mount Vernon failed to close. 
Outage time, 2 hours, 33 minutes ; substations affected, 18. 

February 10, 1955: 69-kilovolt switch No. 452 at Beresford—15° below—switch 
partly closed and burned up contacts. Switch No. 652 would not close—too cold. 
Outage time, 1 hour, 45 minutes ; substations affected, 7. 
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February 10, 1955: 69-kilovolt switch No. 1552 at Sioux Falls failed to rewind. 
Outage time, 1 hour, 50 minutes ; substations affected, 3. 

June 28, 1955: 69-kilovolt switch No. 652 at Mount Vernon failed to rewind. 
Outage time, 1 hour, 43 minutes; substations affected, 3. 

September 20, 1955: 69-kilovolt switch No. 652 at Mount Vernon failed to close. 
Outage time, 1 hour; substations affected, 3. 

November 3, 1955: 115-kilovolt switch Nos. 162 and 262 at Brookings failed 
torewind. Outage time, 1 hour, 15 minutes ; substations affected, 4. ; 

November 13, 1955: Same as above.’ Outage time, 51 minutes. 

November 14, 1955: Same as above.’ Outage time, 32 minutes. 

November 15, 1955: Same as above. Outage time, 9 minutes. 

December 9, 1955: Same as above.’ Outage time, 40 minutes. 

December 14, 1955: 69 kilovolt switch No. 1552 at Sioux Falls, flashed through 
to ground blew base apart. Outage time, 1 hour, 56 minutes; substations af- 
fected, 3. 

January 21, 1956: 69-kilovolt switch No. 452 at eee blew up same as 
above. Outage time, 46 minutes; substations affected, 

January 27, 1956: 69-kilovolt switch No. 2752 at Whtustows: partially opened 
Outage time, 1 hour, 12 minutes; eal affected, 4. 

April 6, 1956: 115-kilovolt switch No. 162 at Mount Vernon failed to operate. 
Outage time, 1 hour, 17 minutes; substations affected, ¢ 

December 13, 1956: 115-kilovolt switch No. o at Sioux Falls failed to close. 
Outage time, 20 minutes: substations affected, 

December 28, 1956: 69-kilovolt switch No. 15: ‘52 at Sioux Falls flashed back to 
ground, blew up base casting.. Outage time, 38 minutes; substations affected, 3. 

January 10, 1957: 69-kilovolt switch No. 1552 at Sioux Falls, same as above 
on different phase. Outage time, 35 minutes; substations affected, 3. 


Mr. Severson. Mr. Frank Lindley, an earlier witness, referred to 
2 resolutions, 1 passed by the Community Club of the city of Cham- 
berlain and another by the city of Chamberlain. He referred to these 
and said they would be inserted later. He did not have them with 
him at that time. He has given them to me, and I request that they be 
inserted in the record 

Senator CarroLn, Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(Resolutions referred to follow :) 


RESOLUTION 


Be it resolved by the Community Olub of the city of Chamberlain, S. Dak., That 

Whereas at the time the original plans were explained to the. people in the 
city of Chamberlain it was indicated by the Army engineers that the water level 
of the Fort Randall Reservoir would not be allowed to get below the elevation of 
1350 except for extremely rare and temporary periods of time, and 

Whereas since the completion of the project the water level has never yet 
reached the level of 1850 and has been a good share of the time below 1339, and 

Whereas American Island had elevation points from 1336 to 1341 so that the 

water level being as it has been the Island has been exposed a good share of the 
time, and 

Whereas this has resulted in a great increase in the number of mosquitoes in 
this area and a general unsightliness in approaching the city from the west and 
actual blowing of dry silt into the city from the exposed island, and 

Whereas all of this is contrary to the assurances given the city at the time the 
project was commenced: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolwed,.That the Community Club of the city of Chamberlain, S. Dak., repre- 
senting the homeowners and business places therein, by this resolution, make its 
objections known to the Senate Interior Committee, the Army engineers, and our 
congressional delegation and that we respectfully urge and request that such 
water level in the future be not allowed to ge below an elevation of 1345 for the 
health and well-being of the city: and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be transmitted to the Senate interior 
Committee, to the Army engineers, to the Honorable Francis Case and to the 
Honorable Karl Mundt, the United States Senators from the State of South 
Dakota, and to the Honorable George McGovern, Congressman from this district. 


1Transformer trouble on the Ottertail-Brookings bank. 
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I certify that I am the secretary of the Community Club of Chamberlain, 
S. Dak., and that this resolution was adopted at the club’s meeting on the 15th 
day of April 1957, and that this is a true copy of such resolution. 

Victor L. NIELSEN. 


RESOLUTION 


A motion was made by McDonald, seconded by Martin, that the following 
resolution be adopted: Whereas the Community Club by resolution dated the 
15th day of April 1957, called for maintenance of the level of water in Fort 
Randall Reservoir at a point not lower than 1,345 feet, and 

Whereas for the reasons stated in such resolution it is desirable from the 
standpoint of the city of Chamberlain and this entire area that such water 
level be so maintained: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the city of Chamberlain endorses:the position taken by the 
Community Club and that a copy of this resolution be furnished to our con- 
gressional delegation and the Senate Interior Committee. 

Passed unanimously. , 


BE. C. Sorensen, Mayor. 
Attest : 
DELORA STECKELBERG, City Auditor. 


I certify that I am the duly and legally appointed, qualified, and acting city 
-auditor in and for the city of Chamberlain, 8S. Dak.; that the records of the pro- 
ceedings are kept and maintained by me; that I have carefully examined the 
within abstract and that it is a true and correct copy of part of the minutes of 
Sonne of the city commission held at Chamberlain on the 22d day of April, 

we. f 

DELORA STECKELBERG, City Auditor. - 

Senator Casg. I did not hear the ruling of the Chair, Mr. Chairman, 
with respect to the insertion of the tables which Mr. Severson re- 
quested. I do think that they ought to appear following his state- 
ment, as the tables that he referred to are the tables on the sales of 
power. They answer some questions which were asked here this morn- 
ing as to whether or not the dump energy sales did take place in 1956. 
They can appear in the customary type for tables, I believe, but they 
should be available. 

Senator Carrouu. It seems to me that unless there is objection to 
it, we could have his statement appear in the normal course of the 
hearings. , 

Senator Anperson. I was hopeful to cut down printing costs. 

Will you explain what the significance of the sales to Arlington, 
Badger, and Big Stone City, and Bryant is in this statement? What 
does it prove? 

Mr. Severson. Taken as a whole—— 

Senator Anperson. You want them in individually. Take them 
individually. What does it prove? Tell us about the significance of 
the sale to Badger. How does it help the committee understand the 
situation ? 

Mr. Severson. I know of no other way of getting the complete tabu- 
lation. Let’ me say it this way: I know of no other way for the com- 
mittee to determine exactly what happened to the power other than 

- having this document to refer to. 

Senator Casz. Mr. Chairman, if I may suggest, the list, for ex- 
ample, of the municipalities, shows some variation in rates, ranging 
from 4.72 to as high as 6.15 mills per kilowatt-hour, a considerable 
variation in the rates. Taking another page of the tables, the last 
page of the tables suggested, they show how much power was sold as 
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dump energy during 1956, and answer the important question as to 
whether or not dump energy was sold only to privately owned utilities 
or whether dump power was sold to cooperatives and REA’s during 
1956. They also give the rates at which that power was sold. 

If the committee members will note, it does show the sale of dump 
energy during 1956 at 2.5 mills, in several instances, at the same time 
that these REA’s were paying twice that or more, or that other pref- 
erence customers were paying more than twice as much as that for firm 
power and yet were not able to buy all the firm power they wanted. I 
think it does go to the point that was raised during Mr. Caulkins testi- 
mony this morning. 

Senator Carroiu. It seems to me that in view-of the importance of 
these tables in connection with the testimony, unless there is some 
objection as to the additional cost, we ought to include it immediately 
following his statement, because of the importance of it. 

Senator Anperson. I will not argue it. We are all the time talking 
about the expense. Publication of tables of this nature is what runs 
up the hearing cost. For instance, here is a page given over to peaking 
power sales during calendar year 1956, Minnesota municipalities, city 
of Moorehead, peaking power only, kilowatt-hours none, revenue 
$3,660, average rate none. It leaves me a little cold as to what the rate 
was. Maybe I should understand it, but I do not. .I am willing to have 
it in the record if it proves anything. I do not know what it proves. 
Let it go into the record. It is this sort of thing that makes the volume 
of hearings much larger, when I think they should be filed with the 
committee as exhibits for when we need them. 

I will not object to their going into the record. 

Senator Carrot. Without objection, it is so ordered. They will be 
inserted into the record. ; 

Mr. Severson. Thank youverymuch. 

Senator Carroty. I have a letter here from the mayor of the city of 
New Orleans. The Chair has been requested to insert this letter into 
the record. 

If there is no objection, the statement of the mayor of the city of 
New Orleans will be included in the record. 

(Letters referred to follow :) 


Crty or NEW ORLEANS, 
OFFICE OF THE MAYoR, 


; April 30, 1957. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR CHAVEz.: The maintenance of satisfactory low water flows in the 
Mississippi River by the release of impounded waters from the reservoirs located 
in the Missouri River Basin is an essential factor in supplying potable water for 
domestic and industrial uses to the city of New Orleans, as such releases preclude 
salt water intrusion during low river stages from the Gulf of Mexico which would 
adversely effect the quality of water available for treatment. 

As president of the sewerage and water board and mayor of the city of New 
Orleans, I respectfully urge that no change be made in the present method of 
operating the Missouri River main stem reservoirs. 

Yours very truly, 
DELESSEPS S. Morrison, J/ayor. 


Senator Carroiu. The next witness will be Mr. Alex Radin. 
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STATEMENT OF ALEX RADIN, GENERAL MANAGER, AMERICAN 
PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Senator Carrott. You may proceed, Mr. Radin. 

Mr. Rapin. My name is Alex Radin. I am general manager of the 
American Public Power Association, a national trade organization 
which represents more than 800 municipal and other local publicly’ 
owned electric utilities in 40 States, Puerto Rico, and Alaska. 

I have been asked to appear here today by a group of our members 
in the States of Iowa, North Dakota, and Minnesota. Some of these 
member utilities purchase power at the present time from the Mis- 
souri Basin projects, while others have contracts calling for the deliv- 
ery of such power in the near future. The interest of these utilities 
in the present hearings stems primarily from the fact that the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation in many cases has not fulfilled earlier commit- 
ments for power, and consequently these utilities are faced with a 
most serious problem of power supply. 

In the State of Iowa, this problem confronts the Northwest Iowa 
Municipal Power Group, an organization consisting of 9 munic- 
ipally owned electric utilities, 6 of which are presently purchasing 
power from the Bureau of Reclamation, while 3 additional members, 
Mapleton, Manning, and Denison, expect to begin receiving power 
within the next 30 days. 

I might say that practically all of these utilities purchase power 
through the lines of the Northeast Power Cooperative, represented 
here by Mr. Caulkins. 

The nine municipally owned utilities comprising the Northwest 
Towa Municipal Power Group serve a population of 29,110 people. 

The plight of this group is shown graphically in the exhibit A. 
Column 1 headed “Estimated 1958 peak load” shows the amount of 
power which this group of utilities originally requested from the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation. It will be noted that the total demand of this 
group was 19,800 kilowatts. However, at a meeting of the prospec- 
tive power consumers in Sioux’ Falls, S. Dak., on April 5 and 6, 1954, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior Fred Aandahl stated that suffi- 
cient power was not available to fulfill the 1958 peak loads of the var- 
10us power consumers, and he requested those present to agree to ap- 
proximately 62 percent of their 1958 peak load requirements. The 
power consumers assented to this request, and the allotments approved 
at that time for each consumer in the Northwest lowa Municipal Power 
Group are shown in column 2 in the attached appendix. You will 
note that under this allotment the municipal systems were allowed 
a total of only 12,675 kilowatts as compared with 19.800 kilowatts in 
their original request. 

Shortly thereafter, however, the municipal systems were advised, 
much to their surprise and disappointment, that instead of the approxi- 
mately 62 percent allotment, their actual allotment would be reduced 
still further. The final allotment of power to these systems is shown 
in column 3 of the attached table, and you will note that the total al- 
lowed the member utilities of the Northwest Iowa Municipal Power 
Group was only 10,200 kilowatts, which represented only about half of 
their 1958 estimated peak load of 19,800 kilowatts. 
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(The table referred to follows :) 


Exursit A.—Power allotments to Northwest lowa Municipal Power Group 


Column 1, Column 2, Column 3, 
Municipality estimated 1958 | allotment, final allot- 
peak load Apr 1, 1954 | ment 


i | 
IE nas nen id ren picdenigaaentaiiiits Stabe 800 | 500 | 
Rook Rapids... .......-.. tose f 2, 500 | , 550 | 
Sioux Center oa hha cea dec aaa : 1, 900 | , 175 
a eae! Sddwwaittin dates 2, 600 2, 000 
Mapleton ais Subst aedeieies adi wales cildiesinadins 1, 100 | 675 
Manning_.----- : eee in agieta wren Sas Bn 1, 300 | 800 | 
Harlan 3, 700 | 2, 300 | 
TREE we Seennne ‘ : 3 4, 800 3, 000 
Remsen.... -- jindbwienes : Jad 1, 100 | ts ee 


ie ; 19, 800 2, 675 10, 200 


ALLOTMENTS TO OTHER MUNICIPALS IN IOWA (NOT ee BERS OF NORTHWEST 
IOWA MUNICIPAL POWER GROUP) 


Estherville 2 
Hawarden. 
Laurens. - .. 
Manilla 


1 Power not yet delivered to any municipality in this group. 
2 Feasibility of transmission to this municipality has been questioned. 


Mr. Rapin. During the course of the negotiations with the Depart- 
ment of the Interior in the 5 years prior to 1954, and in the light of 
the original allotments in 1954, the municipal utilities in lowa felt that 
they could realize a definite economic advant: ige in purchasing Bureau 
power and in installing substation capacity, rather than purchasing 
generating equipment for firm power. In fact, in the negotiations w ith 
the munic “ipal systems, it was proposed that firm power could be pur- 
chased to match the installed generating capacity for each plant. 

However, the drastic cut in ‘firm power has resulted in heavy finan- 
cial burdens for the munic ipal utilities and has seriously complicated 
their problem of planning the installation of generating capacity to 
serve their future needs. For some towns this reduction has brought 
into question the feasibility of entering into a firm contract for power 
with the Bureau. 

One particularly perplexing aspect of this situation is that, as you 
will note from the attached table, deliveries of power have never been 
initiated for some of the municipalities for which firm power had been 
allotted. Yet, the Bureau has not agreed to increase, even tempo- 
rarily, the firm power allotments for those munic ipalities already being 
served. Instead, it is our understanding that the power which has been 
allotted to these municipalities, but which is not being delivered to 
them, is being sold at secondary or dump-power rates to privately 
owned utilities. We believe that the Government would obtain more 
revenue and would be adhering to the policy of the Flood Control Act 
by selling such firm power, even on a short-term basis, to the munici- 
pally owned utilities. 

With regard to the situation confronting the municipally owned 
utilities 1 in Minnesota and North Dakot: a, we call to your attention, and 

92088—57—pt. 1——18 
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this association endorses, the testimony presented to this committee 
‘by officials of the cities of Valley City, N. Dak., and Moorhead, Minn., 
both of which are members of our association. 

The need for firm power by the city of Moorhead is particularly 
critical, and as testimony has indicated, that city has already com- 
pleted the installation of a transmission line necessary to prov ide Bu- 
reau power to Moorhead. 

In view of the situation described above, we respectfully recommend 
that your committees take such steps as are necessary to require the 
Bureau of Reclamation to fulfill its original contract commitments 
with the municipal systems in the areas ‘indicated. We also request 
that all additional firm power becoming available in the future be dis- 
tributed on an equitable basis to all preference customers in the area. 

- Information made available at these hearings and through other 
sources indicates that the releases of water for navigation purposes by 
the Army Corps of Engineers has resulted in a deficiency of water 
needed for the fulfillment of the firm power contracts of the municipal 
systems. We wish to make it clear that we look upon navigation as 
an important and integral part of multipurpose river development, 
and experience elsewhere has clearly demonstrated that under proper 
management and with adequate facilities the interests of n: ivigation 
can be served as well as the interests of power. In fact, we believe that 
it is essential to the success of a multipurpose river basin development 
program to give consideration not only to power and navigation, but 
also to other - ee functions such as flood.control, fish and wild- 
life, recreation, et cetere 

Under the present idipiatentes, however, it seems obvious that the 
navigation channel can be maintained only to the detriment of the 
power users; that is, in an adverse water year. Because we believe 
that it is vital that this river basin program serves both navigation 
and power, we urge your committees to investigate as promptly as 
possible the fe: sibility of installing slack water navigation on the Mis- 
souri River. By installing slack water n: wigation not only would it 
be possible to serve better “the interest of navigation and power, but 
such a system also would have many other advantages, such as facili- 
tating the stabilization of the river banks and providing better means 
for irrigation. 

In the interim, until remedial steps can be taken through the instal- 
lation of slack water navigation, it would seem that in an adverse 
water year a policy of share and share alike should be instituted among 
the various users of the water, rather than penalizing power produc- 
tion in the interests of full maintenance of the navigation channel. 
A policy of share alike in adverse water years would still place naviga- 
tion in a more favorable position than obtained before the dams were 
constructed, and such a policy would seem to be the minimum that 
might be expected in view of the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment, 
which Senator O’ Mahoney himself has interpreted at these hearings 
as giving power pr ecedence over navigation. 

In view of the large amounts of secondary power available from 
the Missouri Basin projects, we believe your committees also should 
give attention the problem of firming up such secondary power by 
such means as would provide the greatest benefits both to the Gov- 
ernment and to the power consumers. 
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In any event, the soaring demands for power and the importance of 
power in developing the economy of this area would seem to indicate 
the urgency of maximizing the power potential of this important sec- 
tion of the United States. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee. 

Senator Carroui. Are there any questions? 

Senator Hruska. You indicate or recommend on page 3 of your 
statement, Mr. Radin, that steps, as necessary, be taken to require the 
Bureau of Reclamation to fulfill its original contract commitments 
with the municipal system. What contract commitments do you refer 
to there ? 

Mr. Rapin. Those were the ones referred to in column 2—the al- 
lotment that was originally made in April 1954 and which the muni- 
cipal system at that time expected would be the amount of power they - 
would receive. : 

Senator Hruska. Were those in the form of consummated contracts 4 

Mr. Rapin. No, sir, they were not. ; 

Senator Hruska That is what confused me. If they are com- 
mitments, that is one thing. If they are estimates, that is another 
thing. 

Mr. Rapin. No. Iamsorry. Thatisanerror. That is not actual- 
ly acontract. It is a commitment. 

Senator Hruska. It would be a forecast. 

Mr. Raprn. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. A tentative commitment. 

Mr. Rapin. Thatisright. Iam sorry, that is not an actual contract. 

Senator Carroti. Senator Anderson ? 

. Senator ANpErson. No questions. 

Senator Carroii. Senator Case ? 

Senator Case. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Carroti. Mr. Radin, I believe I have 1 or 2 questions. 
From your statement, it seems that somebody is guilty of gross mis- 
management or collusion as a result of the statement that they not 
only breached their contracts, but they are selling power, secondary, at 
dump power rates, to privately owned utilities. Is that deliberate? 
Do you know what the reason is for that? Why would they do that, 
when there is such a serious loss of revenue ? 

Mr. Raprn. I do not know why they do that, Senator. I asked an 
official of the Bureau about that just yesterday or the day before, and 
he said that their policy has been not to assign firm power to a customer 
unless they can assure him of a firm power supply for some time in 
the future. It is our contention that these allotments that have been 
made to these municipally owned utilities and which have not been 
delivered to them, could at least be assigned, temporarily, on a firm 
power basis, to other municipalities that need the power and could 
use it. We feel that that would be a proper procedure to follow. 

I think that is a policy that could have to be explained more by 
the Bureau than myself. All we know is that the municipally owned 
utilities are not getting the power that has been assigned to them, some 
of them have not, because of difficulties in delivery, and we feel that 
in the interim that power, at least, could be sold on a firm power basis 
to other utilities that could use it. 
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Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I think that answer should come from 
the Bureau of Reclamation. I might suggest that I think it has been 
the Bureau’s explanation that the power should be sold on an “if, as 
and when available” basis, and that could only be sold to those who 
would have standby equipment which could be brought into play if 
they cut off the dump power at any particular time. 

Senator Carroiu. It is still the policy, I understand, that they make 
no contracts for firm power commitments 

Senator Casr. When.they are only selling dump power. I think, 
however, that if you had two protectional customers for dump power, 
one a preference customer and the other-a nonpreference customer, 
and both of them able to supply standby power, that the sale would 
go to the preference customer. 

Senator Hruska. Do you know if that is the fact, Mr. Radin? 

Mr. Rapty. Yes. Most of these smaller municipally owned utilities 
do have some generation of their own, in the form of diesel generating 
systems. 

Senator Carro.u. Are they in a position to take this dump power? 

Mr. Raprn. So far as 1 know, they are. 

Senator CarroLu. Are they getting it? 

Mr. Raptr. So far as I know, they are not. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Radin, at page 3, I find myself a little con- 
fused. Yousay— 





Instead, it is our understanding that the power which has been allotted to these 
municipalities, but which is not being delivered to them, is being sold at secondary 
or dump power rates to privately owned utilities. 

That sentence to me conveys the idea that firm commitments have 
been made to municipalities and then that power is withdrawn from 
them, not delivered to them, and sold as dump power. Is that the 
thought you intended to express there ? 

Mr. Ravin. Yes. That is my understanding of the situation. I am 
referring to these utilities on the lower part: “of my table, exhibit A, 
those utilities have allotments made to them, but the power is not 
being delivered to them, for one reason or another. 

Senator Hruska. Are those allotments for firm power ? 

Mr. Rapin. Yes, they are. 

Senator Hruska. And the power which is being sold as secondary 
or dump power, is that firm power ? 

Mr. Raprn. I do not know whether it is actually being delivered as 
firm power, but it is being sold on secondary, dump power rates. 

Senator Hruska. What is it ac tually ¢ Ts it dump or firm power 
that is being sold under secondary or dump power rates ? 

Mr. Rapin. I presume that is actually secondary dump power. 

Senator Hruska. That is not what your statement says, your state- 
ment that it is firm power and that it is being sold as secondary and 
dump power. That is the reason I asked you for a construction of 
that sentence. I would not want somebody accused of selling some- 
thing as dump power which is not actually dump power, unless that 
were the fact. If you would like to clear that up, 1 would very much 
appreciate it. 

‘Mr. Raprn. What I am trying to say is that the Bureau has made 
allotments of firm power to several municipally owned utilities. 
‘Those allotments are not being delivered as firm power, Instead, that 
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energy is being sold as secondary or dunp—is being sold at secondary 
dump power rates. 

Senator Hruska. But that power which is being sold as secondary 
or dump power is not, in truth and in fact, firm power? 

Mr. Rapin. Not in the manner in which it is being sold to the other 
utilities. 

Senator Hruska. I do not mean as it is being sold. I mean in fact. 
Is that power which is being sold as secondary or dump power avail- 
able 12 months of the year at a given level ? 

Mr. Raptn. I would think it should be, yes. 
Senator Anperson. And could be by the way it is operated. They 
operate it to get the dump power. It is exactly as we got the situa- 
tion up in New England with the reactor. They close it down a few 
minutes and they sell it all as dump power. For 11 hours and 30 min- 
utes out of 12 hours it is dump power, because for 30 minutes it is closed 

down. 

Senator Hruska. Is that the situation here? I should think we 
ought to have an analysis of that to see whether it is truly secondary 
or dump power or whether it is an effort to be an ev: asion such as that 
which Senator Anderson described. 

Senator Anperson. The Corps of Engineers can testify on it, I 
would think, because they are the ones who so classify it. 

Senator Casr. That point certainly is important. 

Mr. Chairman, there is one possibility that should be kept in mind, 
and I do not know that this is true. I merely raise it as something 
to be explored. I think that there have been times when the Bureau 
of Reclamation found itself unable to deliver the full amount of firm 
power which it had contracted, and in those outages or times when it 
did not have the firm power that it contracted to deliver, I think it 
has gone to some of the private utilities and asked them to supply 
power at that time so that they could meet their firm power com- 
mitments. The utilities have been paid by the allocation of dump 
power at a time when they have a surplus of power over and above 
the contracted firm power. If that is true, that may explain some 
of these sales to utilities of so-called dump power in that it is repay- 
ment power for firm power supplied at times when the Bureau did 
not have the firm power to meet its contracts. 

Senator Anprerson. My only point was that the people who know 
about it are the real ones who should testify. 

Senator Hruska. That would probably be the best evidence. 

Senator Carrotu. Are there any further questions ? 

Senator Hruska. I wish to say that I am grateful to Mr. Radin 
for having raised the question so that we can explore it. 

Mr. Raprn. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Carrotu. Thank you, Mr. Radin. 

I have a letter from Mr, Gus Norwood, of the Northwest Public 
Power Association, Vancouver, Wash., who cannot be present. This 
is a letter addressed to Senator Murray, the chairman of the commit- 
. tee, and with a voluminous document giving a statement and statistics. 
I think we might insert the letter into the record and place the ac- 
companying document in the files of the committee. 

Without “objection, it is so ordered. 








272 MISSOURI BASIN WATER PROBLEMS 


(Letter referred to follows :) : 


NORTHWEST PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Vancouver, Wash., April 29, 1957. 
Subject : Suggested amendment of Fort Peck Project Act. 
Hon. JAMES EB. Murray, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Deak SENATOR Murray: The purpose of this testimony is to recommend that 
the present hearings on the water-resources development of the Missouri River 
be broadened so as positively to solve the power problem. 

Our member rural electric systems in eastern Montana are quite concerned 
over the heavy drafting of Fort Peck Dam Reservoir for navigation to the detri- 
ment of power. However, this is a short-range, temporary problem. : 

In the long run the power problem of the upper Missouri Basin States calls 
for broader and more decisive action than is suggested by a study of the 
O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment or the unfortunate policies of Mr. Aandahl. 

In my view the Congress should address itself to the decades-long economic 
depression of these States. It is an electric power depression. 

As a principal remedy I would urge an immediate study by the Secretary of 
the Interior of the feasibility of a million-kilowatt lignite-burning steam plant 
in North Dakota, and further studies looking toward about 5 million kilowatts 
of steam. The Secretary and the Corps of Engineers should further investigate 
the feasibility of increasing the capacity of Missouri River dams to operate for 
peaking purposes on top of the steam baseload plants similar to the TVA system. 

‘Secondly, I would urge the amendment of the Fort Peck Project Act. This 
law is identical to the Bonneville Act except that no provision was made for an 
administrator. Consequently the Bureau of Reclamation has been handling 
Missouri Basin power as a minor incidental activity. 

I respectfully recommend that the Fort Peck Project Act be amended so as to 
establish a Missouri Basin Development Corporation with a five-man board of 
directors along the lines that the Northwest Public Power Association is rec- 
ommending for amending the Bonneville Project Act to create the Columbia River 
Development Corporation. 

Enclosed is a draft of the proposed amendment of the Bonneville Act and a 
memorandum explaining its desirability. 

With minor changes in wording this could be made applicable to Missouri 
Basin needs. 

Solving the power problems of North Dakota, South Dakota, eastern Montana, 
and most of Wyoming will have a salutary effect on an area of fine, sturdy peo- 
ple and good resources but starved for energy. 

Sincerely, 


Gus Norwoop, Executive Secretary. 

Senator Carroiu. The next witness will be Mr. Clyde Ellis, of the 
National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, and he will be ac- 
companied by Mr. Charles Robinson. . 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Chairman, before he commences his testi- 
mony, may I say that this morning I was in receipt of a phone call 
from Mr. DeBoer, manager of the Nebraska public power system. It 
is his desire, with the leave of the committee, to send a statement for 
the record. I was requested to ascertain whether it would be possible 
to hold the record up for that purpose. It will be forthcoming in the 
next day or two. 

Senator Carrotu. I see no reason why the record should not be kept 
open. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


SUPPLEMENTARY COMMENTS BY D. J. DeBoer IN CONNECTION WITH SPEECH 
BrerorE THE Missourrt BasIn INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE, LINCOLN, NEBR., MAY 
1, 1957 


At this point I would like to depart from the printed text for just a moment or 
two. We feel that we have here in Nebraska a reclamation project of the first 
water. Of particular interest to the Interior Department and the Bureau of 
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Reclamation ought to be the fact that our farmers are furnishing the wells and 
the equipment to pump water from our underground resources including all the 
necessary ditches, pipe, etc., and in addition are willing and anxious to pay for 
the power to operate the wells. All we are asking of the United States-is to 
build this line from Fort Randall to Grand Island, the cost of which our farmers 
will repay over a period of time by buying pumping power from the Missouri 
Basin and paying firm-power rates for this power. The Federal Government, 
therefore, gets additional revenue which it otherwise would not get and Nebraska 
reclaims its natural resources for productive use. 

I want to discuss one other matter which involves the entire basin just briefly. 
I am referring to the hearing which is currently in progress before the Senate 
Public Works Committee in Washington, and which involves a controversy be- 
tween the upriver basin States who claim that storage water is being improperly 
and illegally released for navigation purposes at the expense of power generation 
and the lower basin States who obviously are interested in navigation. I am 
concerned about this controversy because if we permit a division of opinion be- 
tween the navigation people and the power people to continue, Congress may very 
well say, “A plague on both your houses,” with the result that the ultimate devel- 
opment of the Missouri Basin and even the construction of the Big Bend Dam 
and powerhouse may be delayed or stopped. I would like to suggest and I hum- 
bly submit for the consideration of this committee that this problem might better 
be resolved through cooperation. We in Nebraska as well as various other util- . 
ities in the basin have excess thermal generating capacity available in the winter- 
time. We should arrange to exchange this thermal capacity to be used by the 
upper basin States for power supply in the winter months, when their peak de- 
mand occurs, for excess hydro capacity in the main stem dams during the naviga- 
tion season which we in Nebraska as well as others can advantageously use in the 
summertime to meet our summer loads. 


Speecu By D. J. DeBoer, Executive Director, NEBRASKA PUBLIC POWER SYSTEM, 
CotumBus, NeEsBR., BeroreE Missouri Basin’ INTER-AGENCY COMMITTEE, 
LINCOLN, NEBR., May 1, 1957 


HYDROPOWER PULLS THE SWITCH ON DROUGHT 


Mr. Chairman, Honorable Governors, distinguished guests, and members of 
the Missouri Basin Inter-Agency Committee. 

It is a pleasure to talk to you today about a subject that is close to all of us. 
It is a serious subject. And yet, it is a subject with some strange paradoxes— 
in Nebraska, at least. 

According to one reliable estimate, the drought in Nebraska in the past few 
years has caused an estimated loss in crop value alone of from 35 to 60 million 
dollars. Indirect losses to our businesses and industries were far greater. 

Nebraska is basically an agricultural State, and, when something hurts our 
farmers, it hurts us all. 

And yet, Nebraska is in an unusual position among the States in the Missouri 
River Basin. It is the only State which lies entirely within the basin and it is 
the only State in the Nation which is wholly public power. But, more im- 
portant, Nebraska is unique in having an abundance of that one great resource 
that can whip a drought, and the one resource that none of us can do without— 
water. The Great Creator certainly endowed this State. There are more 
niles of rivers, flowing surface waters, in this State—I must add that in recent 
years there hasn’t been too much flowing—than in any other State in the basin. 
And underneath our great sandhills region in the west and north central part of 
the State, as well as along the Platte River Valley, lies one of the greatest under- 
ground lakes ever found by man. More than 2,500 carefully controlled test 
borings show these ground-water resources to be 316 trillion gallons—970 million 
acre-feet—the equivalent of 10 years’ total annual rainfall in Nebraska. 

To store this tremendous amount of water above ground would require a tank 
as large as the entire State, 20 feet deep. 

Our State resources people tell us that the annual accretion to our ground wa- 
ter supply is 8 million acre-feet and that we are currently using for all purposes, 
domestic, industrial and agriculture, only 3 million acre-feet. 
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One of our industries in the eastern part of the State, the Nitrogen Division 
of Allied Chemical & Dye Corp., draws up to 40 million gallons of water per day 
from 21 proven shallow wells at an approximate depth of 60 feet. Another case 
in point is the recent announcement of the Campbell Soup plant to be located 
near Kearney. These are examples of what man can do with Nebraska’s water 
resources in industry. The same works for agriculture. 

Nebraska believes in using this underground water as well as the water in 
its many rivers for better farming, more food production and incidentally for 
electric power. With a total of 2,300,000 acres of land now under irrigation, 
the State ranks among the top five in the Nation in development of irrigation 
farming. 

Now you could well ask, “What does a power man, an electrical engineer by 
profession, have to say about irrigation that might be of interest to this group?” 

I would be the first to admit that I know very little about the proper applica- 
tion of water to land, or of the various and many technical details in this old, 
yet mushrooming field. 

But since the development of the hydroelectric power projects in this State, 
the Nebraska Public Power System has become a partner with more than 10,000 
irrigation farmers. In recent years, at least, these irrigation farmers have pro- 
duced more than half of Nebraska’s total corn crop from less than one tenth of 
the farming area of the State. 

We in public power in Nebraska like to think we have helped this irrigation 
program to grow and prosper. Prosperous agriculture means prosperity for all. 

But let me explain more how power men happened to get involved in the 
irrigation business. 

We must remember that hydropower in Nebraska is the child of drought and 
depression. It was in the 1930's in the midst of drought in Nebraska and nation- 
wide business stalemate that the three major hydroprojects were conceived and 
born. 

The Nebraska Public Power System is jointly owned and operated by two of 
these public power, or hydro, districts, Platte Valley Public Power and Irriga- 
tion District at North Platte, and the Loup River Public Power District at 
Columbus. As a wholesale generating and transmission agency, NPPS also 
buys all of the power produced by Central Nebraska Public Power and Irriga- 
tion District headquartered at Hastings which latter district is one of the original 
“big three.” 

Since inception, the Loup has been mainly a power- produc ing agency but the 
Platte and Central Districts, particularly, have been deeply involved in irrigation. 
These two districts operate hydroelectric powerplants with a total capacity of 
80,000 kilowatts and a system of reservoirs capable of storing more than 2 million 
acre-feet of water, and canals which extend more than 150 miles along the Platte 
River from Ogallala to near Grand Island and Hastings. In this area 216,000 
acres are irrigated by gravity flow each year. This drought-free section annually 
produces crops valued at more than $15 million. 

But the greatest growth in irrigation in Nebraska is in pump irrigation, or 
tapping that huge lake underlying Nebraska’s fertile soils. Nebraska today: has 
more than 20,000 irrigation wells. 

This compares with about 15 wells in 1920, about 800 in 1930, and about 3,000 
in 1940. In 1956 alone 4,500 new wells were added. The total number of irriga- 
tion wells in Nebraska has more than doubled in the past 6 years. A goodly 
number of these wells—about 5,000 to be more exact—are powered by electricity 
supplied by Nebraska Public Power System. And more and more farmers are 
turning to electricity to drive their irrigation pumps because of its reliable 
service, lower maintenance costs, and ease of installation and care. 

But this growth of pump irrigation creates a problem to power people in the 
State. The irrigation pump load last year in our service area, covering the 
eastern two-thirds of the State, totaled 74,099 kilowatts, or enough power to 
supply the combined normal needs of Lincoln, Grand Isl: ind, and Hastings, three 
of Nebraska’s larger cities. 

By 1959, we in Nebraska Public Power System believe this load will increase 
to more than 100,000 kilowatts, and by 1963, the electric pump irrigation load, 
if it continues to grow at the same rate, should reach a total demand of nearly 
200,000 kilowatts. 

Again our resources experts tell us that we can safely use an additional 
2,500,000 acre-feet from our ground water lake without serious depletion. 

As a resuit of this increasing pumping demand we have a severe seasonal strain 
on: the facilities of the Nebraska Public Power System. Prior to 3 years ago, 
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NPPS’ peak demands in the wintertime exceeded our peak summer demand. 
Today, our summer demand is some 28 percent higher than our winter peak 
demand—and the spread is growing. 

This summer irrigation load together with air conditioning and other hot- 
weather loads which skyrockets electricity demand for a relatively short period 
cannot be economically met by the construction of steam generating plants. Any 
such plant built to satisfy these needs alone would stand idle 9 or more months 
of the year. Power produced by it would be prohibitive in cost to Nebraska 
irrigators. Our only answer is more low-cost hydroelectric power. 

Naturally, we.dedicate our own hydroelectric plants to this summer demand 
since the release of gravity flow irrigation water comes coincident with the 
pumping demand. But we need more. The answer to this lies to the north of 
us in the main-stem dams and powerplants on the Missouri River. 

These Missouri River plants produce excess power in the summer as a result 
of the release of additional water for navigation, which incidentally, is one of 
the multiple-purpose uses to which the Missouri Basin project is dedicated. Since 
this power is not “year around” or firm, it either must be sold at dump rates, 
generally running a mill or two per kilowatt-hour less than firm rates, or it must 
be sold as seasonal firm power to an area, like Nebraska, which can use excess 
hydroelectric power in the summer and is ready to pay firm rates for it. 

At the present time, Nebraska has two 115,000-volt connections to Missouri 
River’ power sources. Both of these are short-distance lines and connect with 
only the fringes of our system. The Nebraska Public Power System is building 
a third 115,000-volt connection from Gavins Point to Neligh to help meet this 
year’s summer irrigation demands. This third line is a stopgap measure—it can- 
not take care of our projected pump irrigation demand. 

Nebraska’s permanent answer to this growing summer demand is the con- 
struction of a heavy-duty 230,000-volt transmission line from Fort Randall to a 
central Nebraska load center such as Grand Island. 

As you know, we have asked Congress to authorize this line, at a cost of ap- 
proximately $9 million, for the past 2 years. This year will be our third try. 
We realize that the Fort Randall-Grand Island line has become a controversial 
subject, and I do not care to discuss the line at this time. Suffice it to say, that 
Nebraska feels it is entitled to the same treatment as other States in the Basin, 
all of which have had high-voltage lines constructed to serve their load centers 
by the Federal Government—all, that is, except Nebraska. 

In conclusion, I would like to say something about public power in this State. 
Our great hydroelectric-irrigation system was set up more than a quarter century 
ago. I propose neither to argue for nor against public power for any other area, 
but I do know that it works and will keep working for Nebraska. 

We have had our disagreements here, just as relatives in any family have had 
theirs. Usually family quarrels are conducted indoors, but ours unfortunately 
got out in the street. I believe, however, that our differences have for the most 
part been resolved. This I am sure of—our family remains united in basic goals; 
united in our belief that we are helping this State to a more complete utiliza- 
tion of natural resources. 

The Nebraska Public Power System is the largest non-Federal, publicly owned 
power system in the Midwest and one of the largest in the Nation. We firmly be- 
lieve in cooperation with our neighboring utilities, whether they are publicly, 
federally or privately owned. We out here don’t believe ideological debates solve 
anything. We do believe all power agencies can best concentrate and dedicate 
their efforts to serving their areas and their people. That’s why we are anxious 
to cooperate with the other basin States in plans for coordinated and integrated 
development of the power resources in the area. 

In Nebraska as in other States in this basin area, it is difficult to assess the im- 
portance of water. But it is not difficult to assess the importance of what man 
has done with water in this State. 

Through our combination hydroelectric and irrigation districts and through the 
wise use of the hydroelectric power available from the Missouri Basin dams, 
Nebraska has truly helped pull the switch on drought. 


Senator Hruska. One reason for his not being here for these hear- 
ings is his attendance in Lincoln before the Interagency Committee, 
where he also testified and participated in their deliberations 2 days 
ago. . 

Senator Carro.u. Mr. Ellis, do you desire to proceed ? 
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STATEMENT OF CLYDE ELLIS, NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 





Mr. Exuis. Mr. Chairman I would like to make a short general state- 
ment and then defer to Charles A. Robinson, to give our basic statement. 

I am Clyde T. Ellis, general manager of the National Rural Electric 
Cooperative Association, which is the service organization ofa little 
over 90 percent of the rural electric systems of the country, ‘who are 
members on a voluntary basis. We are very much interested, Mr. 
Chairman, and gentlemen, in the matter before you. 

I have listened with some interest for a little while this morning. I 
should like to say first that we are also interested in the commercial 
power companies having an adequate supply of power. We purchase 
about $150 million a year—we pay about that much a year—of power 
wholesale, the rural electrics. Nearly half of it is purchased from 
commercial power companies. 

In some States we have no other source of supply. About a third 
of our systems purchase part or all of their supply from the Federal 
Government. About 16 percent of our power is generated by our own 
systems. 

In much of the Missouri Basin area, rural electr ification lagged way 

behind until there was Federal power development from the river 

The power industry, as you know, is the fastest growing major in-, 
dustry in America, by far, we think. It is doubling its use of power 
every 714 to 10 years. The forecasts of the commercial power com- 
panies, and they are similar to our own, carry our use of power in the 
next few years almost beyond imagination. The rural electric seg- 
ment of the power industry is doubling its use even faster than the 
whole industry, doubling about every 41% to 5 years. Where we are 
going to get the power is a great problem now. 

Over one-fouth of our systems are in trouble at this moment for a 
power supply, not tomorrow but today. We are interested in maxi- 
mum use being made of the resources of the Missouri Basin, as in the 
other basins of the country. We do not think that is being done. We 
think the trend is away from it, actu: lly. We think that some of the 
policies and all of this trouble did not start within this administration. 
It is getting worse all the time. But some of these policies are having 
the effect of giving less power at the moment and in the future, and 
holding less hope for us in the future. 

I think it is encouraging that these two fine committees have under- 
taken this study. Our electrical engineer, who has been with the 
association some 7 years, Charles Robinson, has devoted a good deal 
of study to this problem. He has worked. with many of our groups 
on their power supply in the Missouri Basin area. 

I am happy, therefore, to defer to him to make the basic statement 
for the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association. 

Mr. Rosrnson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES A. ROBINSON, STAFF ENGINEER, 
NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 


My name is Charles A. Robinson, Jr., I am the staff engineer of the 
National Rural Electric Cooperative Association. 
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As we understand it, Mr. Chairman, this subcommittee has been 
asked by the legislatures of three of the Missouri Basin States to in- 


vestigate what the people of these States believe to be serious deficien- 


cies in the operation of the main-stem Missouri River multiple-pur- 
pose projects. It seems to us that two major problems are posed by — 
the present situation: (1) Whether or not measures can be taken to 
assure that, in the present period of critical streamflow, the burden 
of the resulting reduction in benefits attributable to the main-stem. 
projects will be equitably allocated among the various features; (2) 
whether or not a long-range plan can be adopted to preclude recur- 
rence of the same circumstances during future periods of low stream- 
flow. 

The present situation is critical because there is simply insufficient 
water from which to derive the planned 9 foot free-flowing navigation 
channel. below Gavins Point, while simultaneously reserving water to 
generate enough electric power to satisfy the financial repayment 
schedule of the project and meet customer demands, 

The rural electric systems in the Missouri Basin States, especially 
in North Dakota and South Dakota, have an immediate, direct and 
substantial interest in whatever plan is adopted ‘to govern operation 
of the Missouri River. Rural electrification in the Dakotas is rela- 
tively new, because prior to the time when at least the potential 
availability of low-cost river power became a reality, the Rural Elec- 
trification Administration found it financially infeasible to electrify 
the thinly settled areas of the Dakotas. 

As late as June 30, 1946, after World War II, 10 years after the 
inception of the rural electrification program and at a time when 52.9 
percent of all farms in the United States were electrified, only 10.4 
percent of the farms in North Dakota and 13.5 percent of the farms 
in South Dakota were being served. And even in 1950, when the 
percentage of farms electrified nationally had climbed to 86.3 percent, 
North Dakota still lagged at 55.6 percent and South Dakota at 60 
percent. 

Now in 1957, with REA financed transmission and distribution 
lines stretching throughout the Dakotas, and with the feasibility of 
these lines dependent on low cost hydroelectric power, the rural elec- 
tric systems find that a combination of the unresolved conflicts in- 
herent in the Pick-Sloan plan, unfavorable streamflow conditions, and 
restrictive Bureau of Reclamation power marketing policies is re- 
ducing availability of firm power from the Missouri River substan- 
tially below what was anticipated. Loads of the rural electric systems 
in the Missouri Basin area are increasing 15 percent yearly or doubling 
every 5 years. The rural systems cannot continue to render reliable 
service and operate in the black without the assurance of an adequate 
supply of low-cost power from whatever the source may be. 

During 1956 four of the main-stem Missouri River plants were in 
operation.. These are Fort Peck, Garrison, Fort Randall and Gavins 
Point. Oahe is well along toward completion, and Big Bend is still 
in the planning stage. : 

The Bureau of Reclamation anticipated in 1955 that during fiscal 
1956, 1.74 billion kilowatt-hours of firm energy would be marketed 
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from these plants. In view of the fact that only 1.25 billion kilo- 
watt-hours of firm energy was marketed from the same plants dur- 
ing calendar 1956 a period ending 6 months later, it is clear that in 
1956 sales of firm energy were below forecast levels by at least 25 
percent. Similarly, the Bureau anticipated the sale of approximately 
1.41 billion kilowatt-hours of secondary and dump energy from the 
main-stem plants during fiscal 1956. ; 

Actually, during calendar 1956, a parallel period, 6 months later, 
only approximately 0.78 billion kilowatt-hours of secondary and dump 
was sold from the plants. There was, therefore, a very substantial 
deficiency in the sale of secondary and dump energy during the same 
period.- We estimate that the firm power revenue attributable to the 
mainstem plants during 1956 fell approximately $2.5 million below 
anticipated levels while, nonfirm power revenue fell $1.2 billion below 
anticipated levels. 

It is clear then that power production and power revenues at main- 
stem Missouri River plants are not up to forecast levels. This prob- 
lem is of grave concern to the cooperatives which depend upon these 
plants for their wholesale power supply. It is also a poor omen for 
the irrigation features of the entire Missouri Basin project, and to the 
United States in view of the tremendous financial burden that must 
be carried by the power features of the mainstem plants. 

Senator Anprerson. Do you recognize any reason for this deficiency ? 

Mr. Rogrnson. Yes, sir. 

Of course, there is a basic shortage of water, and it is also my under- 
standing that substantial quantities of water have, in.the last 2 or 3 

years, been run around the generators instead of through them. 

Senator Anperson. Do you have information on that? 

Mr. Rosrnson. Yes, sir, [ have. 

Senator Anperson. The figures you have given would indicate that 
they did a better job of selling firm energy than they did in selling 
secondary or dump energy, indicating that probably the water de- 
ficiency had something to do with it. Of course, there is nothing that 
this Congress can do, other than the efforts we have made toward rain- 
- making, that can improve the water deficiency. 

Senator Case. At that point, I cannot refrain from suggesting that 
the power companies of California are seeding the clouds successfully 
there, and we had two witnesses who paid their own way to come from 
California to tell us about it, at the hearings on S. 86 recently. 

Senator Anperson. The Senator from South Dakota and 1 were 
early in the battle for rainmaking devices. We have had a long series 
of struggles with it. We hope some day that Congress will see fit 

‘to give us a controlled experiment to see if it is not possible to in- 
crease the snow pack and water in these areas. 

But, pending the achievement of that worthwhile goal, this is largely 
a failure on the part of whoever controls the weather providentially 
to provide enough rainfall in the area, is it not, Mr. Robinson? 

Mr. Rogrnson. Yes, sir. But according to calculations we made, ap- 
proximately an amount of water equivalent to 760 million kilowatt- 
hours was routed around the generators during 1956. That consisted 
approximately of about 322 million kilowatt-hours of what might have 
been firm energy and about 446 million kilowatt-hours, that is, the 
equivalent.in water of that many kilowatt-hours, of what might have 
been secondary and dump energy. 
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Senator Hruska. Would you give me that again, please? 

Mr. Ropinson. That is approximate, sir, based on the best estimates 
we can make. 322 million kilowatt-hours of firm and approximately 
440 million kilowatt-hours of secondary and dump. 

You can perhaps divide that second figure equally between second- 
ary and dump as a rough approximation of what happened. 

Senator Hruska. Do you know of any reason why that water has 
been run around the generators? 

Mr. Roninson. I do not know any reason, sir. I would perhaps 
suspect that some of the dams are not complete yet. There may not 
be enough power capability in them to handle all of the water that 
has to be released during the summertime to maintain the navigation 
channel. 

Senator Anperson. If we take the 1.25 billion that you take as 
firm and add to it 0.32, would that be what might have been achieved 
if they had not run it around the generators? 

Mr. Rogrinson. Yes. 

Senator Anperson. That would be somewhat closer to the 1.74 
goal. On the 1.41 goal, would we add 0.43 to the 0.78 billion kilowatts 
of secondary dump power and get 1.217 

Mr. Rogtnson. Yes, sir. I think that might be an approximate 
way of doing it. , 

Senator ANperson. So if the water that was run around had 
actually gone through generating equipment, we would have come 
somewhat closer to the goals that were originally established ? 

Mr. Roprtnson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anprerson. You say probably the fact that facilities were 
‘not ready to handle this water in some of the dams might have 
accounted for it. 

Mr. Rosinson. That fact, plus, of course, the fact that during the 
summer, substantial water was released around the generator when, 
as I understand it, the maximum releases have to be made to maintain 
adequate navigation. 

Senator Hruska. Those releases would result in dump power, 
would they not, except for the factor of being run around? 

Mr. Rosrnson. They would result in secondary and dump power, 
under present conditions, if the water is not held back to produce 
power during the winter months. 

In 1953, the Bureau of Reclamation was allocating $344 million 
or 31 percent of the total cost of the main stem plants to power and 
$769 million or approximately 69 percent of the total cost to flood 
control and navigation. 

That means tliat in 1953, twice as much was allocated to flood con- 
trol as was allocated to power. However, since 1953, the Bureau is 
allocating $706 million or 63 percent of total cost to power and $251 
million or 22 percent of total cost to flood control and navigation. 
This switch represents a more than 100 percent increase in that por- 
tion of mainstem project cost allocated to power. It is equivalent 
to adding 1.75 mills to the apparent cost of every kilowatt hour that 
‘will be produced from these plants during the next 50 years. 

Senator Anperson. I want to follow your figures. 

What has happened to irrigation? ae 
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Mr. Rostnson. I believe I have those calculations here in this 
voluminous study. Irrigation, of course, is the other major factor, | 

Senator Anperson. Take the first figure, the 1953 figure, where 
you say 31 percent went to power and $769 ‘million or 69 percent to 
flood control and navigation. Was there nothing to irrigation ? 

Mr. Rogrnson. I do not believe so, because we are considering here 
_ only the mainstem plants. I would have to check that. 

Senator ANDERSON. Youcan doitlater. I donot wish to delay your 
testimony. 

It has some relevancy to the matter that Senator Case and I, and 
Senator Carroll, were on a moment ago, on which we had a $2 billion 
figure assessed against irrigation, eventually, and $1,100 million to 
power, with power repaying some $3 billion worth of a total cost of 
the projects. I wondered if these figures were related to that in any 
way. 

Senator Casr. These are not comparable. 

Senator Anperson. Not comparable, but I wondered if they were 
related in any way. 

Mr. Rosrxson. In 1953, according to the report of the Missouri 
Basin Survey Commission, the Bureau of Reclamation had allocated 
nothing of the main stem dams to irrigation. 

Senator Case. What report is that ¢ 

Mr. Rostnson. This is the report of the Missouri Basin Survey 
Commission. 

Senator Anprrson. I am trying to find out what the term allocating 
has to do with it. W hi it does it mean in the first sentence, that the 
Bureau was allocating $344 million or 31 percent of the total « ‘ost of the 
mainstem plants to power ¢ 

The testimony before the Senate committee given by Mr. Hanlon sets 
out these figures of the total cost of the project and how it is allocated. 

Mr. Roptnson. Yes, sir. I think his figures referred to present-day 
allocations which are entirely different ‘and completely averse from 
what they were in 1953. There has been a very drastic ch: nge. 

Senator Case. If you add the 2 figures together, 706 and 2 » you 
get a total of 957, which does not cover the cost of the adtedna 

Mr. Rosrnson. There was a little allocated in 1953 to recreation, but 
at that time the total estimated cost of the project was only $1.1 bil- 
lion. There was nothing allocated to irrigation at the time by the 
Bureau of Reclamation, according to the Missouri B: asin Commission's 
report. 

Senator Case. Do you know whether those figures are supposed to 
cover the completed project, all of the projects, or whether they are 
partial ? 

Mr. Rogrnson. No, sir. These figures merely refer to the mainstem 
dams. ~ 

Senator Casr. Is there anyone here who can set us straight on these 
figures, what they mean ? 

“Mr. Rorrnson. Y es, sir, I can, as goon as we follow a little further. 
I believe they will be cl larified. 

Senator Anperson. Has there been any change in the allocation of 
cost of the entire project since it was presented to the Congress and 
approved by the Congress? 
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STATEMENT OF JAMES C. BRADLEY, GENERAL ENGINEER, OFFICE 
OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF. THE INTERIOR FOR WATER AND 
POWER 


Mr. Brapiry. Senator, there have been a number of changes. 

Senator ANperson. In what direction have those changes moved and 
what magnitude are they / 

Mr. Braptey. They are of great magnitude, Senator. 

The original document, Senate Document 191, at the time of author- 
ization described a project having a total cost, and, if I may, I will 
use round figures, in order not to “lose the trend of thought. the total 
combined Corps and Reclamation project cost of $1,200 million. 

Senator ANperson. The total ¢ 

Mr. Brapiey. Yes, $1,257 million. 

Senator ANperson. For the whole thing? 

Mr. Braptey. For the combined whole. project; yes, sir, in 194. 

Senator Case. Was that the main stem and tributaries? 

Mr. Brapiey. No. Senator Case, Mr. Robinson was referring to 
the main-stem dams. I do not have a breakdown of that particular 
collection of dams. We are talking about the total project which is 
used as a basis for the rates. 

Senator Case. Dams on tributaries and irrigation / 

Mr. Brapuiey. Yes. 

Senator ANpERsON. $1 billion? 

Mr. Brapuey. $1,257 million. 

Senator Anperson. All right. 

Mr. Bravery. Since that time, Senator Anderson, for a number of 
reasons, primarily the general increase in cost index to a level almost 
300 percent of the 1940 level, we arrive at the April 1955 estimate, 
which was submitted to the committee, at their request, and we have 
a total comparable to the 1.2 billion that we mentioned a minute ago 
of 5.3 billion. 

Senator, you were asking for allocations. Going back to the 1.2 
billion, we have an allocation in the original document only as between 
reimbursable and nonreimbursable. It just is not there otherwise. 
We have for flood control and navigation combined, in the original 
document that we refer to, Senate Document 191, $516 million. For 
flood control and navigation combined that is the amount. 

Senator Hruska. Do you know what the percentage is? 

Mr. Brapiey. Senator, it is not there. At least, I cannot find it. 
The balance, Mr. Chairman, would be $741 million which would be 
spread among, principally, irrigation and power. But there is no 
breakdown. 

Senator ANprErson. How could you tell how much was interest- 
bearing and how much was ses if there is no breakdown between irri- 
gation and power? One bears interest and the other does not. 

Mr. Brapiry. Yes. Semen Anderson, the breakdown may be 
buried somewhere in the files, but I searched and I could not find it 
in Senate Document 191. There is a statement that in addition to 
the repayment of capital costs, which exclude the interest charge. 
power revenues would pay interest on the power investment. 
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Senator Anperson. Yes, but if we did not know what that was 

Mr. Braptey. Someone must have, of course, but it is just notin 
the document that I dug into. 

Senator Anperson. How long ago was this? 

Mr. Braprry. 1944. 

Senator Anprrson. In 13 years we have completely lost all record 
of it? Nowhere is there any record ? 

Mr. Braptey. I certainly would not say that, Senator Anderson. 
I just have not had a chance to dig into it. 

Senator ANnprerson. I am giving you credit for due diligence. ; 
Senator Casr. Senate Document 191, was that the merger of the 
two? : 

Mr. Braptey. No, Senator, that was the Interior part. 

Senator Casr. That would not cover all of the cost, because the 
Sloan plan did not embrace some of the reservoirs that were in the 
Pick plan. 

Mr. Braptey. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. Did the Senate document not pick up the Sloan 
part? The House dociment was Pick only.; was it not ? 

Mr. Braptey. That House Document was the Army plan, but Senate 
Document 191 included both Interior and certain Army proposals. 

Senator Anprerson. And the Senate document was supposed to have 
added the Sloan plan? 

Mr. Braptey. Yes. There was a further document, I think it was 
Senate Document 247, 78th Congress, the coordinating document which 
made modifications to eliminate differences in the two plans. 

Senator Anperson. What did it show? 

Mr. Braptey. I understand it did not show a. cost allocation. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, my understanding is that the Sloan 
plan did not pick up the Pick plan. The Sloan report was an inde- 
pendent Bureau of Reclamation report. It featured the high Oahe 
Dam. the Pick plan had a low dam at Oahe and another dam west of 
Mobridge, 6 million acre-feet dams in place of the 20 million acre 
storage capacity of the Oahe Dam. The Pick plan also provided for 
Randall and Gavins Point. I think that the Sloan plan suggested 
perhaps a regulating dam at Big Bend. You cannot go on either of 
those reports alone. You need Senate Document 247, which put the 
two plans together. I have that here in my hands. But it deals with 
the storage capacity of all of the reservoirs. I do not find in that docu- 
ment any merger or reconciliation of the costs. 

‘Senator ANDERSON. Some time ago there was a shotgun wedding. 

Senator Case. This is it. 

Senator ANnpErson. That was the shotgun wedding. 

Did the shotgun wedding substantially raise the total figures at that 
time or have they been raised since? 

Mr. Braptry. I am not sure. 

Senator Anperson. Very well. 

Senator Case. This so-called merger report does not carry dollar 
figures at all, but deals with the capacities of the reservoirs. 

“Senator Anprrson. At a later time you said it got up to $5,375 
million. Are those figures Mr. Hanlon brought in the other day? 

Mr. Braptey. I can tell at a glance. 2.2, 1. c 3.4, 1.8, 1.8, 5.3. Yes. 
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Senator Anperson. Those are correct? 

Mr. Braptey. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator AnpeErson. -_Do you know anything about how the Bureau 
of Reclamation in 1953 was allocating $344 million to main-stem 
plants? Can you tell me what that figure means? 

Mr. Braptry. Mr. Chairman, I shall try to be responsive, but if 
you will permit me, I have to qualify it by saying I do not have those 
specific main-stem allocation data before me. But I can tell you, 
sir, in general, how they arrived at it. 

The allocation is simply a division of cost among the purposes 
being reserved. At that time, the Bureau of Reclamation was using 
an allocation based on the initial assignment to flood control and navi- 
gation of an amount equal to the capitalized benefits, or the alternative 
cost of producing flood control and navigation by some other means. 
Then, the remaining costs were allocated to the other project pur- 

oses. Since that time, and that is pretty technical—I can see your 
Took of disbelief 

Senator ANnperson. It is a little hard to follow. 

Mr. Brapitey (continuing). Since that time, Senator Anderson, 
there has been a change in a number of factors, physical, economic, 
and policy. The physical and economic factors are things like cost, 
the economic benefits, the size of the installation, and other things. 
The principal policy change in the basis of allocating was to use the 
main-stem allocation of the Corps of Engineers rather than to make 
our own. 

Senator Anperson. I think you would admit, probably, that it is 
hard to translate the $516 million that was flood control and naviga- 
tion in the beginning and $741 million that was irrigation and power 
into the figures that have beén presented here this morning. 

Mr. Braptey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. Do they bear any relationship to the figures 
Mr. Hanlon put in? 

Mr. Braptey. It is equally difficult. 

Senator Anperson. How would a committee, without a slide rule, 
begin to find out what figures it should use, if any? 

Mr. Braptey. I anticipated that I, for one, would be asked, Senator 
Anderson. 

Senator Anperson. I am happy now to ask you. How do you cor- 
relate these figures so that we come out with something we can all 
put our teeth into? 

Mr. Braptey. The only way I could do it would be, as a special 
assignment, to take the various units and relate those between then 
and now as to total cost, then take the various services that are ex- 
pected to be delivered by the project in terms of power, kilowatt-hours, 
capacity, benefits, acreage as far as irrigation is concerned, tonnage 
' as far as navigation is concerned, property protected as far as flood . 
control is concerned, and try to give an appraisal by each function. 
For example, power may have more value today because of increased 
capacity. 

Senator Anperson. You heard the questions that Senator Case and 
I, and Senator Kerr and others, tried to get into the other day. I 
am not leaving Senator Carroll out of this, but I do not remember 
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whether he got into the same questions at that time or not. He re- 
serves his right to come in later. 

But here is a statement made by a witness, that the Bureau is now 
allocating $706 million to main-stem dams, and that that represents a 
100 percent increase in the cost of the main-stem project allocated to 
power which has 1.75 mills to the apparent cost of every kilowatt-hour 
that will be produced in these plants during the next 50 years. 

I want to ask how do you get those figures out of the official re- 
ports of the Government and not out of the report of some association 

Mr. Exits. Mr. Chairman, I think Mr. Robinson can tell you that— 
where he gets the figures. 

Senator Anperson. That would be fine. I would like to get it from 
the representatives of the Government. But if the Government does 
not know, then I want to get it from a private source. I am disap- 
pointed i in the fact that the Government would not know as much 
about it as a private source. I think probably it would. I will let 
Mr. Bradley rest for a moment, and try to get it this way, and then ~ 
let Mr. Bradley give us his explanation and then the Army corps 
give us theirs. I think ev entually we ought to get everybody reading 
out of the same book. 

Senator Hruska. And then decide which set of facts we might adopt 
as those upon which we might proceed. 

Senator Casr. There is one significant sentence in the report of 
the Missouri Basin Survey Commission appointed by President Tru- 
man, wher it gave a comparison of allocations listed at page 92. It 
gave the figures then it wound up the paragraph this way: 

These differences result from different methods of allocation and the agencies 
have not been able to reconcile their variances. 

Senator Anperson. I assumed there were different methods of allo- 
cation, but at some point it would seem to me that the Congress ought 
to agree upon what it would regard as the standard method of alloca- 
tion for the standard allocations that should be put to it. Otherwise, ~ 
we are going to be in endless argument among ourselves. 

I hope, Mr. Bradley, you did not take anything I said as an attempt 
to be critical or hazy in a criticism of you. I am not meaning it that 

way at all. I am anxious that we all finally read out of the same book 
ona project that is going to run $5,375 million if it is all completed. 

Senator Casr. This is part of a larger problem; it is not merely 
the Missouri Basin. The same problem exists when you have one 
method of evaluating benefits established by the Corps of Engineers 
in determining the feasibility of projects, and another basis used by 
the Bureau of Reclamation. The Committee on Public Works ran 
into that a year or so ago when we were working on the Southwest 
Power Administration problem. We had some testimony at that time 
that the Bureau of the Budget endeavored to achieve a reconciliation 
between methods of determining costs. We were confronted by the 
statement that there had not been a reconciliation. I think that the 
Congress, through joint efforts of both the Public Works and Interior 
Committees, pr obably should establish some uniform method for the 
agencies to follow. It is impossible for the two agencies to come to 
a reconciliation on their own. 

Senator Anpverson. I commend the statement of the Senator from 
South Dakota. [agree with that. 
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I do not agree with what the Bureau of the Budget put out, this 
A-47. I just did not like that, because it took out of consideration 
several things that we have to have if we are going to have irrigation 
in the West. I am just now ready to ring down the curtain on irriga- 
tion in the West. ' 

Mr. Robinson, why do you not go ahead with your story on this, 
and then come back to the testimony, if you do not mind? 


TESTIMONY OF CHARLES A. ROBINSON, JR., STAFF ENGINEER, 
NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION— 
Resumed 


Mr. Rosrnson. Let me say first, Mr. Chairman, that in obtaining 
the 1953 figures, the figures with respect to the main-stem dams that 
were allocated to the various purposes in 1953, I just used figures that 
were contained in the report of the Missouri Basin Survey Commis- 
sion which was comprised, among other people, of Senator Murray, 
Senator Young, Congressman Aspinall, Congressman Hope, Con- 
gressman Trimble, and a number of other people. 

These figures were furnished to the Missouri Basin Survey Com- 
mission, according to the footnote on page 92 of its report, by the 
Bureau of Reclamation. AJ] I did was add up the various allocations 


_that were reported by the Bureau of Reclamation for the main-stem 


dams in 1953 and that is the allocation, as far as I am concerned, that 
the Bureau of Reclamation was advocating at that time. 

The reason I emphasize these main-stem dams is that about 65 or 
70 percent of the ability of the entire Missouri Basin project to pay out 
depends on the sale of power from these dams. They are the big 
power producers. 

Senator Anperson. In order that the record may be a little clearer, 
because we cannot come back and see these things when we look at the 
record, you are referring to a table that starts with Fort Peck and 
shows for power the Corps of Engineers allocating $82 million, rough- 
ly, and then you have the Bureau of Reclamation figure of $35 million ? 

Mr. Rostnson. That is correct. 

Senator Anperson. Do you total those two in order to find out the 
charge to power ? : 

Mr. Rozinson. No, sir. My statement was to the effect that in 1953 
the Bureau of Reclamation, which was responsible for marketing the 
power, was allocating, in this case to Port Peck, $35,268,000. To get 
the total allocation of the main-stem dams 

Senator Anperson. The Corps of Engineers was allocating $82 
million ? 

Mr. Rozinson. That is correct, sir. 

‘Senator Anperson. Which figure did you consider ? 

Mr. Rosrnson. I used the Bureau of Reclamation’s on the ground 
that they are responsible for the marketing of power. 

" Senator Anperson. What did you do with the Corps of Engineers 
ure ? 
2% Rosgrnson. I did not use that. 

Senator Anperson. You were not going to be like the Pharisees. 
You were not just going to walk by on the other side of the street, 
were you ¢ 
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Mr. Rostnson. No, sir; but at that time, there was a basic split in 
policy betwen the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation 
as to which method of cost allocation would be used. Since the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation is responsible for marketing the power, and pre- 
sumably know what they can sell the power for, and how much revenue 
is required to repay the irrigation costs, my conclusion was that the 
Bureau of Reclamation was ‘the one whose allocation should be used, 

Senator Anperson. If you are here this afternoon, you will find 
that Senator Case and I may not agree with the Bureau of Reclama- 
toin, that they have to set a rate that would repay all the irrigation 
costs. 

But in any event, all I am trying to find out is, and again, I assure 
you I am not trying to be sarcastic with you in my questions at all, 
and I tried to make Mr. Bradley believe that, too. 

Mr. Roztnson. Senator, I welcome your uestions. 

_ Senator ANDERSON. You have testified before me before and you 
know I am not trying to be critical. I am trying to find out what we 
ean use. Therefore, since the Bureau of Reclamation is responsible 
for the marketing of power, you feel that their figure of $35 million 
should be used as against the Corps of Engineers’ figure of $82 
million ? 

Mr. Rosrnson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anprerson. I am trying to get this into the record, that is 
all. When you came to the Garrison Dam, you felt that the "Bureau 
of Reclamation’s figures of $51 million should be used in preference 
to the Corps of Engineers’ figure of $161 million ? 

Mr. Rostnson. Yes, sir. 

Senator ANDERSON. ” And on Oahe Dam you felt that the Bureau of 
Reclamation’s figure of $114 million should be used in preference to 
the Corps of Engineers’ figure of $183 million? ? 

Mr. Rosrnson. Yes, sir. 

Senator ANnperson. And similarly with Big Bend, you used $49 
million of the Bureau rather than $65 million of the corps? 

Mr. Rostnson. That is correct, sir. 

Senator ANperson. And on Fort Randall, you used $61 million as 
against $115 million? 

Mr. Rogrnson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anprerson. And on Gavins Point, you used $31 million 
against $50 million. You got a total for the Brueau of Reclamation, 
which is printed at the bottom of that page, of $344 million as against 
a corps figure of $658 million, rounding it out. That $344 million is 
the figure ‘that you have in your testimony, too, is it not? 

Mr. Rosrnson. That is correct. 

Senator Anperson. If you had used the Corps of Engineers’ figure, 
you would have had in your testimony $658 million ? 

Mr. Rostnson. That is correct. 

Senator ANpersoN. But you did not use that. You used the figure 
of the agency that had to market the power. 

Mr. Roprnson. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Senator Anperson. Now, will you tell us where you get the figure 
of $706 million ? 

Mr. Rostnson. The figure of $706 million was obtained from a 
publication of the Department of the Interior, the Bureau of Reclama- 
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tion, entitled, “Economic Analysis, Missouri River Basin Project, ° 
Revised April 1955.” - 

I might add that the words, “For administrative use only,” are 
printed on the bottom of this document. I received it from an official 
of the Department of the Interior. 

Senator Anperson. We have one here marked, “For administrative 
use only.” I think Senator Carroll and I would rule that this is an 
administrative use when we are trying to find it, so go ahead and 
testify from it. 

Mr. Rosrnson. I am using table 5. 

Senator ANperson. We have this document here, Senators. 

This. is the allocation of cost,.Missouri River Basin, in thousands 
of dollars. ; 
Mr. Rosrnson. If you will look at the list of projects down the left- 
hand column of the page, Fort Peck, Fort Randall, Garrison, Gavins 
Point, a little further Oahe, and still further down is Big Bend; those 

are the main stems. 

This is table 5, sheet 7 of 7. 

Senator Anperson. Proceed. 

Mr. Roprnson. You will see a list of the main-stem dams down the 
left-hand side of the page. 

Senator Anperson. Fort Peck is $158 million? 

Mr. Rogstnson. Yes; that is the total cost. Fort Randall. 

Senator Anperson. $195 million ? 

Mr. Roprnson. Yes. Gavins Point. 

Senator ANDERSON. $53 million? 

Mr. Ropgrtnson. Yes, sir. 

Senator ANperson. What happened to Garrison ? 

Mr. Rosrnson. That is in there, also, sir. 

Senator Anperson. $295 million? 

Mr. Rostnson. Yes, sir. Further down is Oahe. 

Senator Anperson. $351 million. | 

Mr. Rostnson. And still further-down is Big Bend. 

Senator Anperson. $71,500,000. 

Mr. Rosrnson. That is correct. I added those up and came out with 
a figure of $1,124,600,000, which I think is approximately right. 

Senator Anperson. You took a portion of that? 

Mr. Rostnson. No, sir; I took the total, but I excluded such projects 
as Harlan County, Kanopolis, and other works, and so forth. I took 
only the main-stem projects. 

Senator ANpERSON. 158, 195, 295, 53, and 351 

Mr. Rosrnson. 352, I think would be closer. 

Senator Anperson. Yes; that is what it would round out to. That 
is $1,353, million, I hope?: 

Mr. Rostnson. I came out with $1,125 million approximately. | 

Senator .Anperson. I do not care to expose whose arithmetic is 
wrong because it ee would be me. I did not put in Big Bend. 
That makes it $1,124 million or $1,125 million ? 

Mr. Rostnson. Yes, sir. 

Senator ANDERSON. ’Kither one? 

Mr. Roprtnson. Yes, sir. 

_ Senator Anperson. Very well; we are together. 


9 
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Mr. Rostnson. I repeated the process for the column marked 
“Power,” which is the third column of figures. I came out with a fig- 
ure of $705,834,000. 

Senator Anprrson. That is where your $706 million comes from ? 

Mr. Rogtnson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. Are these the same dams that were used in the 
development of a figure of $344 million ? 

Mr. Rosinson. They are substantially the same dams. The con- 
struction cost has increased, certainly. 

Senator Anprerson. No; I mean it is Fort Peck 

Mr. Rosrnson. Yes, sir; the same names. 

Senator Anperson. Fort Randall, Garrison, Big Bend, and Gavins 
Point? 

Mr. Rostnson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. Big Bend has not yet been started. That figure of 
71 may be changed possibly. 

Senator Anperson. Yes, Senator. Thank you, sir; that is useful 
to us. 

Mr. Rosrnson. Shall I proceed ? 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Bradley, have you any comment on that at. 
this time ? 

Mr. Braptey. No, sir. 

Senator Anperson. These are the same dams that added up, in this 
Missouri River Survey Commission, to $334 million by the Bureau of 
Reclamation. Now, we have the figure by the Bureau of Reclamation 
that totals these same dams up to $706 million. 

Mr. Braptey. Yes. Nominally those are the same projects. There 
are physical differences that we would have to get into detail on. 

Senator Casz. Are these the allocations on power alone ? 

Senator Anperson. The first figures that we put into the record. 
And I think we better say it for the sake of the record: The first figures 
are overall figures that ran into $1,125,000, but when they were broken 
down to power only, the figures became $85 million for Fort Peck, $40 
million for Fort Randall, $164 million for Garrison,, $40 million for 
Gavins Point, $208 million for Oahe, and $71 million for Big Bend. 

Mr. Rogrnson. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Cass. Those are power-only figures ? 

Senator Anperson. Yes. 

Senator Case. The power-only figures, under the latest estimate 
exceed the original total cost estimates by $12 million. 

The total figure there was $1,112,000. So the power alone exceeds 
the total. ' 

Senator Anperson. It was $706 million when we had the power 





only. 

Sensbor Case. I am afraid I confused you. 

Senator Anperson. Let me see if I have it and then you correct my 
figure if I am wrong. The total figures of the dams in the Missouri 
River Survey Commission document was $1,112 million. The total 
cost of these dams was $1,125 million but the power-only figure is 
$706 million. 

Mr. Rosrnson. That is essentially correct, yes. 

Senator Cassz. Then the total overall cost is up only $12 million? 


_ MISSOURI BASIN WATER PROBLEMS 289 


Senator Anperson. Of just these dams. There are many other fig- 
ures here, too. 

Senator Casr. The total is up only $12 million. 

Senator Anperson. Do you agree with that, that the total is up only 
$12 million ? 

Senator Casr. That is over the 1953 figures. 

Mr. Braptey. I think you are ahead of me, Senator Case. Ido not 
object to that. I just have not had a chance to follow the mathematics 
there. It sounds right. 

Senator Case. I do not think that there is any basis for a difference 
on that. 

Senator Anperson. I think that is exactly right. I think it points 
up exactly what was said by the witness here, that there has been a 
switch from flood control and navigation to power. 

Now, we are with you, are we not? 

Mr. Roszinson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. Good. Well, some of us are together. Let 
us put itthat way. Go ahead. 

Mr. Roptnson. Thank you, Senator, 

The Corps of Engineers, responsible for the construction of the 
main-stem projects has, since 1950, revised its cost allocations for these 
projects no less than six times. 

Each revision represents a substantial increase in the allocations to 

ower. Since 1950, the corps had increased its power allocation from 
$493 million to $728 million and decreased its navigation allocation 
from $114 million to $94 million. 

Senator Anperson. Does the corps agree with that figure? 


STATEMENTS OF MAJ. GEN. GERALD GALLOWAY, IN CHARGE OF 
THE MISSOURI RIVER DIVISION FOR THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
AND BRIG. GEN. JOHN L. PERSONS, ASSISTANT TO THE CHIEF OF 
ENGINEERS 


General GaLtoway. We have changed our allocations. 

Senator AnvErson. I will not hold you to the 6 times, but do you 
agree that since 1950 you have increased the power allocations from 
_ $493 million? 

General Gattoway. I can tell you in a second. It is $728 million 
that we have now; yes, sir. In 1950 it was $492 million. 

Senator Anperson. He has rounded the figure. 

Senator Casr. Similarly, did you decrease the navigation alloca- 
tion, General Galloway ? 

Similarly, have you decreased the navigation allocation as he sug- 
gests from $114 million to $94 million ? 

General GatLoway. Yes, sir,.we have. 

Senator Anperson. Fine.- Thank you. 

Go ahead. 

Senator Case. I want to ask why at some appropriate time. 

Senator ANpERsoN. This would be an excellent time, I would think. 

Senator Casz. I think that is a rather staggering thing, to change 
the power allocation from $493 million to $728 million. There cer- 
tainly ought to be a basis upon which it was done. 
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Senator Carroti. Do you want to hear it at this time, to interrupt 
this testimony ? 

Senator Case. Geueral Galloway is leaving, I understand. Yester- 
day morning, I brought to the attention of Senator Murray that cer- 
tain statements had been made, both of the Bureau of Reclamation and 
the Corps of Engineers. At one point, the suggestion had been made 
that there was some doublecrossing in this, and so forth. 

I certainly think that both the engineers and the corps should 
make a statement in response to such allegations and they should 
give us these facts. We are getting a repetition of charges here. 

We ought to have the testimony of both bureaus on it. 

Senator Carrotu. I might say to the committee that it is our inten- 
tion—and I do not know who formulated this intention—after the 
testimony of Mr. Robinson and Mr. Wise, and I think we set this 
previously, to hold a hearing with the Interior Department officials 
on the question of assessing costs of irrigation. 

That was to come up at 2 o’clock this afternoon. 

I have been handed this notation that the hearings will then be in 
recess until the agencies are to be heard. I assume that the Bureau 
of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers will be called upon for 
their explanation, answers, and suggestions. 

If you want to suspend the testimony of this witness and call in 
the Corps of Engineers at this point, I see no reason why it cannot 
be done. 

Senator Case. Major General Galloway is the division engineer 
at Omaha for the Missouri River Division, which has the responsi- 
bility for actually operating the reservoirs on the mainstem of the 
Missouri River. 

He is the one most directly in charge of this. While he is here, it 
seems to me that he might give us some information that might be 
helpful for the balance of the hearing: 

Senator AnpErson. Why do you not give-us the explanation now, 
General, as to why you changed this from $493 million to $728 
million ? , 

General Gattoway. One of the things, Senator, is that the power 
facilities have been tremendously increased. For example, Fort Peck 
formery had 1 powerhouse and it now. has 2 powerhouses. 

We have increased the number of generating units at Garrison, We 
have increased the original number at Oahe from 2 to 7 generating 
units. All of those carry a tremendous increase in construction costs. 

Senator ANprerson. That will also increase the revenues, will it 
not, very materially? . 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. That would not add to the irrigation load, but 
lighten it, would it not? . 

_ General Gattoway. In our allocation of cost, sir, we have a method 

which has been agreed to, as I understand it, by the interagency group 
here in Washington, where we use what is known as a separable cost- 
remaining benefit method of allocating costs. 

For instance, in a structure, a dam, it is easy to pick out certain spe- 
cific costs and allocate those to a particular purpose served such as 
power. The generator which is used for generating power, you can 
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allocate that to power. And certain other things you can allocate to 
flood control, to fish and wildlife, and to navigation. 

Then, w hen all those specific costs are added up, you have a differ- 
ence between that ameunt and the total cost of the project. So to 
_ arrive at a fair and what has been considered an equitable method of 
allotting costs, they have hit upon what we call a séparable cost- 
remaining benefit proposition. 

They take the cost. of the entire project as an entity. Then, for each 
purpose, you determine how much it would cost to build the project 
to serve that particular purpose. If you were to build a project for 
power alone, how much would it cost for power? How much would 
it cost for flood control, if there were nothing else in it? 

Then, subtracting 

Senator ANDERSON. Maybe I could help you this way: By pointing 
out that the original cost was $1,112 million and now the cost is $1,125 
million, so you could not have added too awfully much to Oahe. You 
only went up $12 million, but the assessment against power went up 
$300 million. 

General Gattoway. With Oahe, sir, if I may take the 1950 costs 
and the other costs 

Senator Anperson. The 1944 costs were handy. Your total cost for 
power at Fort Peck, Garrison, Oahe, Fort Randall, and Gavins Point 
was $675 million in the original computation that is listed in this 
report of 1953. 

I do not know what it was in 1950, but the total cost.came out at. 
$493 million in 1950. 

Now, you have it up to $728 million. How much of that is due to 
the installation of extra generators and how much is due toa new way . 
of figuring ? 

General GaLLoway. $209 million, sir, is due to the increased cost of 
generating and power features, specific cost. 

Senator Casz. In adding those generators, could you tell us how 
much you have increased the power potential? - Under your first figure, 
what was the total power capacity and what is the total power capacity 
under the last figure ? 

General Gattoway. No, sir, I would have to compute those figures to 
answer those specific questions. I do not have the figures. 

General Persons. The 2-unit initial installation at Oahe would have 
provided 170,000 kilowatts of installed capacity. The 7 units will pro- 
vide 595,000 kilowatts installed capacity. 

Senator Cass. The original installation contemplated 480, did it 
not, at Oahe? This 470, is that a figure to the first dollar cost? 

General Persons. 425, sir. 

Senator Anperson. What is 170? 

General Persons. We were initially installing two 85,000 kilowatts 
for the initial installation. 

Senator AnpeErson. But you contemplated the other? 

General Persons. We contemplated the other, yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. That was in your cost, was it not? 

General Persons. Yes, sir, but the difference between the 425 and 
595 is the net increase. 

Senator Casr. So the increase is 170,000? 

General Persons. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Anprerson. The figure you gave was the increase rather 
than the original, was it not? 

General Persons. Yes, sir, that is correct. 

. Senator Anperson. I believe you will want to go back and correct 
your testimony. You gave us the one figure. 

General Persons. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Then, that shift in power resulted in a shift in cost, 
in your cost allocation ? 

General Gattoway. Yes, sir. I would like to say that the total cost 
that Senator Anderson was referring to, of $492 million in 1950 con- 
sisted of specific costs of $274,974,000 and a share of joint costs of 
$217,775,000. 

As of ‘today, January 1957, there is a slight variation, practically 
the same as Mr. Robinson’s costs. We have a total to power of 
$728,400,000 which consists of $483,393,000 of specific costs which are 
for power equipment and buildings to house power equipment, spe- 
cifically for power purposes, and a share of joint costs of $245,007,000. 

Senator Anperson. So the specific charge against power, exclu- 
sive of the joint costs, has gone up $209 million ? 

General Gattoway. $209 million, sir, in that time. 

Senator Anperson. Has that been based on increased costs of gen- 
erators ? 

General Gattoway. Partially, sir, and it also includes the increased 
number of generators. At Oahe, there, we were basing our costs on 
the installation of 5 units, which would have amounted ‘to $71 million 
for power facilities at Oahe. 

Today, we are basing it on the 7 units or $179 million for power 
facilities. 

Senator Anprerson. Now, go back to the figures that came in here 
just a moment ago. They’ seem to be sort of perplexing. Did you 
expect to get 595,000 kilowatts out of $71 million worth of machinery ! 

General Gatioway. No, sir. 

Senator Anperson. That is the figure we had a minute ago. What 
did you expect to get out of that? ‘What did you expect that 425,000 
to generate? You increased it only 170,000 in output: What did 
you expect that 425,000 kilowatts capacity to cost? 

General Gattoway. I do not have the figure here, sir. I will get it. 

Senator Anperson. You had the figure a moment ago. 

__ General Persons. Mr. Chairman, we have been talking about two 
different figures. When we say we reported to Congress that we 
were planning on 2 units at 85,000 kilowatts each, that was our testi- 
mony in support of appropriations for that initial installation. 

Sensitor Anperson. But that was never your plan for the dam, was 
it ? 

General Persons. That i is entirely separate from our cost allocation. 
The cost allocation was based on the 425 ,000 kilowatts. When we 
said we had reported to Congress that we were going to do 2 units 
at 170,000, that was the appropriations testimony for the initial in- 
stallation and not the cost allocation based upon. the then rts 4 a 
installation, sir. 

Senator Anprson. Would it be simpler if we base it on what you 
really plan to put in in generators, for a capacity of 425,000 kilowatts ¢ 

General Persons. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Anperson. What was that going to cost? 

General Gatitoway. The specific cost for our power 

Senator Anperson. What I am trying to find out, General, is why 
did you jump the power from 493 million to 728 million dollars. To 
explain that, you said “We started with 2 oe and end up with 
7.” But that does not explain it. You did not start with two. That 
is what you asked the Congress for. You intended to have 425,000 
kilowatts not 170,000 kilowatts. : 

General Persons. The specific costs that we used for the allocation 
of 1950 were $71,300,000, and the specific costs in 1957 were $179,- 
760,000 which reflects both the added generators and increase in price 
_ level in that period. 

Senator Casr. Are you talking about Oahe alone? 

General Persons. About Oahe alone. 

Senator Casr. The figures that the witness was talking about were 
the figures for the main-stem reservoirs. 

Senator AnpErson. $493 million. I do not want to get it confused, 
but do I understand that in that sum you only had $80 million for 
Oahe? 

General GatLtoway. Of the $493 million, sir, we had a total of 
$133,355,000 for Oahe, of which $71 million was specific cost for power 
installation, a cost that we could directly attribute to power, and of 
which $62 million wasa share of joint cost. 

Senator Cass. To resolve the issue, Mr. Chairman, it seems to me 
that instead of just trying to talk about one reservoir, if we were 
using totals, if they have them, it would be simpler. . The witness was 
saying that there had been an increase in power allocation from $493 
million up to $728 million. 

Is that difference of approximately $235 million, or whatever it is, 
all due to the increased number of generators ? : 

General Gatitoway. No, sir, it is not. About $28 million of that 
is due to an increase in the share of joint costs during that time. 

Senator Casr. But the balance of it is directly due to the increased 
installation of generation ? 

General Gatioway. Yes, sir. Roughly $209 million is due to in- 
crease in cost of installing power equipment. 

Senator Casr. Now, that $209 million of increased cost—how much 
have you increased the power potential of the main-stem reservoir as 
a whole ? 

General Gatioway. Sir, I cannot give you the figures to compare 
with those two dates. I would have to get it so I can reconcile. 

General Persons. From the 1950 cost allocation to the 1957, the total 
installed capacity for the system rose from 1,450,000 kilowatts to 
1,797,000 kilowatts, an increase of 347,000 kilowatts. 

Senator Case. So for the $209 million we get an increased installed 
capacity of 347,000 kilowatts? 

General Persons. Yes, sir. But, of course, part of that $209 million 
reflects the price change of that period. 

Senator oa, On all of the generators? 

General Persons. Yes, sir. 
Senator Casz. And not merely on the new generators ? 
General Persons. That is correct. 
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Senator Carrotn. Are you in disagreement with the Bureau of 
of Reclamation on the cost allocation of power? 

General Persons. No, sir. They have accepted our method of cost 
allocation. 

Senator Anperson. I was going to say, you are not in disagree- 
ment, because they accepted your figure. 

General Persons. There was agreement in 1954 on the method of 
cost allocation. 

Senator Anprrson. Is that not one of the gripes, if I can put it 
in that language, that the Bureau of Reclamation took your fignres 
instead of standing by its own, and that has changed the whole puwer 
situation as far as costs are concerned? You probably have heard 
some such discussion as that. 

General Persons. Yes, sir, I have heard that. 

Senator Anperson. I do not want to commit you to it, but you 
could not possibly have been out: there and did not hear that that was 
one of the gripes. 

Senator Case. I think the power users would have no objection to 
your increasing the power potential of the reservoirs and having that 
cost added to the allocation to power. But if there is a shift in the 
method of apportioning the power, that is something else. 

General Persons. As General Galloway pointed out, the share of 
joint costs has risen from 1950 to 1957 only from $217,775,000 to $245 
million or, roughly, $28 million. 

Senator Casr. Does that reflect a share of the increased cost of con- 
struction ? 

General Persons. That is correct,:sir. 

Senator Anperson. Only? | 

General Persons. I don’t know whether it is only that or not, sir. 

Senator Anprerson. Let us look at the report, page 92, which re- 
ferred to this. The figure of the Bureau of Reclamation for power 
was $344 million, as this witness has pointed out, and your figure was 
$657 million. You ended up by the Bureau taking your $657 million, 
which has now increased to $728 million, is that not the fact? ; 

General Persons. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, the other side of the shield is that | 
Mr. Robinson pointed out that the navigation allocation had decreased 
from $114 million to $94 million. Does that decrease in the naviga- 
tion allocation reflect a decrease in the water that would be applied 
to navigation in order to supply the water for the increased number 
of generators? a 

Grsceal Persons. No, sir. I believe that stems largely from the fact 
that we have increased the power benefiits by producing more power, 
and, therefore, the share of the overall project cost, which is partially 
based on the share of benefits, has increased for power and propor- 
tionately decreased for navigation, because the navigational benefits 
were not increased whereas the power benefits were increased by the 
addition of 347,000 kilowatts. 

Senator Case. Under your plan of operation, is it possible for you 
to increase the power production without reducing the water allocated 
for navigation ¢ 

General Persons. Well, sir, in the past few years we have not had 
sufficient water to provide a full navigation season. In 1955, for exam- 
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ple, we only provided a 614-month season. In 1954 and 1956 it was 7 
months, and in 1957 it will be no longer than 614 months, because we 
have already curtailed it by 6 weeks at the start. That is out of the 
normal 8-month season. That 614 months in 1955 and 1957 is ap- 
roximately the same navigation period which we would have had had 
Fort Peck remained in operation without any of the other main-stem 
dams. As you know, Fort Peck was authorized as a navigation 
roject. : 
5 Semnter CasE. Does the drop in the allocation by $20 million for 
navigation reflect the shortened season ? 
_ General Persons. I will have to ask General Galloway to state that, 
sir. ; : 

General Gattoway. The benefits? No, sir. We are not putting out 
these costs on the present day. We are putting out the allocation of 
cost based on two things, physical cost and benefits. 

Senator Casz. And a completed system ? 

General Gattoway. That is right, a completed system. For in- 
stance, we have, in our cost allocation studies, certain benefits for irri- 
gation, and much of the irrigation does not exist at the present time. 

Senator Anperson. Did you reduce the irrigation benefits any when 
you reduced the navigation benefits ? 

General Gatioway. The irrigation benefits, sir, using comparable 
cost figures where you had the 657, on the irrigation benefits I had 
at that time the cost was 173,300,000 for irrigation and today $162,- 
900,000. 

There has been a reduction there of approximately 10 to 11 billion 
dollars. 

Senator Casz. On what basis? 

General GaLttoway.: Well, sir, it is based on this separable cost re- 
maining benefit, which is a complicated proposition in arriving at the 
joint cost that cannot be directly attributable to a specific feature, and 
what part of that should be allocated to the purposes of the project. 

Senator Case. It would appear, then, without changing in any de- 

ee the benefits for navigation the allocation of costs to navigation 
is being reduced ? 

General Gattoway. That is right, sir. Ifthe benefits for other por- 
tions of the purpose go up, then there will be a corresponding reduc- 
tion. Allocation of joint costs vary in proportion to the benefits to be 
derived from the project. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I think we have some information 
from this. I do think that when the Corps of Engineers returns for 
the final appearance, which the chairman, apparently, and the staff 
have in mind, that they should have comparative tables for us showing 
the 1950 allocation of costs, this 1953 table used by the Missouri Basin 
Survey Commission, and then a table showing the current allocation 
of costs for the several main-stem reservoirs, and then have explana- 
tory paragraphs showing the reason for the changes. 

The more specific that might be, for instance on the power, of show- 
ing what is attributable to the added generators and what is attributa- 
ble to increases in costs of construction, if that were shown, if we had 
comparative tables, we could get the picture rather simply and more 
clearly than we can by narrative statement. 

Senator Anprerson. I think so, too. 
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I have just had my attention called to the fact that your figures for 
irrigation start out at $170 million in 1950 in January. They dropped 
to $142 million in June. They go to $170 million in September of 
1951. They go to $173 million in October 1952. They go to $122 mil- 
lion in March 1953. They go to $124 million in September. Pretty 
soon they are back up to $160 million. 

They go around the area pretty rapidly, as this witness is pointing 
out. I think now if you will bear that in mind, we can permit the wit- 
ness to go on and finish his statement and bring in your statement at 
a later date. 

I do want to say, Mr. Robinson, that I believe you have performed 
a useful service already in pointing out these variations. . 

Will you go on now with your statement ? 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES A. ROBINSON, JR., STAFF ENGINEER, 
NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION— 
Resumed 


Mr. Rostnson. I appreciate the remarks of the Senator. 

Considering the Missouri River Basin development as a whole, in- 
cluding the main-stem plants and the other plants as well, the allo- 
cation to irrigation is $2.24 billion, the 1955 figure, of which only 
$386 million will be repaid by the water users themselves. That is an 
-irrigation allocation of $2.24 billion—$386 million to be repaid by the 
water users. Again, considering the basin program as a whole, $1.14 
billion is allocated to power, but the power users will repay the stag- 
gering sum of $3.07 billion. Thus, of the total project construction 
cost, irrigation is allocated 41.5 percent and will repay only 7.2 per- 
cent. Power is allocated 21.3 percent but will repay 57 percent of 
the total cost, under present plans. I am still speaking about all of 
the projects, both Corps of Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation. | 

Navigation and flood control are allocated 34.4 percent and will 
repay nothing. Thus those who purchase the power generated at the 
plants of the Missouri Basin project will repay 88.6 percent of all 
reimbursable costs. 

At the present time the main-stem plants represent 68.7 percent of 
the total generation of the Missouri Basin project and they represent 
61 percent of the Government’s ability to recover the costs of the proj- 
ect. At the 1970 level of project development, the main-stem plants 
will still represent 67 percent of total electric power generation, and 
will constitute-about 59 percent of total project.repayment potentials. 

Despite the major financial burden that has been loaded on the 
power features of the main-stem plants, it is nonetheless argued that 
commercial power is an incidental purpose and’ should, as such, bear 
the full hardship of low streamflow conditions. 

The National Rural Electric Cooperative Association has supported 
the contention that commercial power is an incidental feature of mul- 
tiple-purpose projects, and we have long argued for project evalua- 
tion and cost allocation procedures based on this contention. But 
where, as in the present case, the electric-power features bear the 
burden of a cost allocation higher than all other features combined, 
and a repayment schedule of equal proportion, the argument that such 
features are incidental is absurd. Here power is rather an indispensa- 
ble feature. 
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It may be that in the original concept of the Missouri River Basin 
power was incidental; and it may be that if the project cost alloca- 
tions are reevaluated in the future, power may again become inci- 
dental. But, inasmuch as the Bureau of Reclamation and Corps of 
Engineers have financially loaded the power features so heavily, these 
agencies are now most certainly stopped from alleging that power is 
merely an incidental purpose, and that as such, it should bear the full 
burden of low streamflow. 

Surely, the navigation features, hearing only 34.4 percent of the 
project cost, half that of electric power, must also bear an equitable 
portion of the burden of low streamflow; either in the form of an 
_ appreciably shortened navigation season or in the form of a shallower 

channel. 

That we believe is at least a partial answer to the short-range prob- 
lem, perhaps less power but also a good deal less navigation. 

Senator Anperson (presiding). I think the Army Corps of Engi- 
neers when it testifies needs to bear that point in mind, that because of 
the very heavy load that has been placed on power, it probably adds 
strength to the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment that these States that 
lie in or west of the 98th meridian need to have great protection and 
not just the water users and navigational servitude because of that 
fact. I am not trying to burden the record. But in your testimony 
please bear in mind the enormous burden that has been placed upon 
power, and, therefore, we must bear that in mind when we talk about 
what depth the channel should be. 

I would like to have your comments on that. 

Senator Case. I would like to ask Mr. Robinson a question, Mr. 
Chairman. 

In your study of this, what cost did you find allocated to flood con- 
trol? 

Mr. Rostnson. I did not attempt to break that down. I- worked 
from the Bureau of Reclamation, figures as contained in the 1955 
economic analysis, and flood control and navigation were lumped to- 
gether. -In view of the fact that I had a limited time in which to work 
on the problem, I did not undertake to break those two down. 

Senator Casz. Do you mean that this figure that we have been 
using there for navigation is supposed to embrace the benefits to flood 
control ? 

Mr. Roptnson. Yes, sir, that is correct. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, the basic authorization for this whole 
program of the Missouri Basin was pegged to flood control. The 
major benefit that was cited, or the major protection that was afforded 
the downstream States, was flood control. , 

The witnesses we heard the other day from Missouri and Kansas, 
and even from Omaha, and you could add Sioux City if they had 
been represented, were primarily concerned with getting flood-control 
benefits. There has not been any diminution of the flood-control bene- 
fits by reason of adding generators or by any proposal to use the water 
upstream. In fact, the benefits for flood control are increased to 
whatever extent you increase the holding back of the waters upstream. 

When we are talking about navigation, if we are talking about 
flood-control benefits as well as navigation, it ought to be known and 
kept in mind. 
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Senator Anperson. I agree with the Senator from South Dakota 

very definitely. 
roceed, if you ‘will, Mr. Robinson. 

Mr. Rosrnson. It is obvious that the solution to the long range 
problem of adequate wholesale power for Bureau customers, and ade- 
quate power sales revenue to meet project pay-out schedules depends 
on selling the maximum quantities of firm power. That is the kind of 
power that brings the best price. 

Although the Bureau of Reclamation, which is responsible for the 
operation of all reimbursable features of the Missouri River Basin 
project, has increased the allocation to power of main stem project cost 
by more than 100 percent since 1953, the same agency has somewhat 
anomalously adopted a marketing policy rather peculiar under the 
circumstances. In view of the fact that the power features of the 
‘Missouri River Basin project will account for 89 percent of all reim- 
bursable costs under present allocations, and at the very time the 
Bureau was engaged in raising by more than 100 percent the alloca- 
tions to power, it was simultaneously evolving a policy for the market- 
ing of Missouri River Basin power, the result of which will be the 
sale‘of less than the maximum possible amounts of firm energy. 

In September of 1953, the Bureau of Reclamation published its his- 
toric marketing criteria for the Missouri Basin project. Paragraph 
1 of the criteria for the eastern division stated : 

* * * in the application of this criteria, it must be recognized that the Federal 
Government does not assume a “utility” responsibility, and therefore, the pur- 
chase of thermal generated energy to firm hydro as indicated above will be kept 
to a minimum. ; 

While the Bureau was doubling the portion of eye cost allocated 
to power, it must have realized the tremendous burden which power 
would have to carry under the revised allocation formulas. Instead, 
however, of looking for ways and means for maximizing the sale of 
firm energy, it was minimizing its responsibility in this fiéld and ‘re- 
jecting the concept of purchasing the maximum economical quantities 
of thermal energy. 

This is indeed a rather inconsistent and self-contradictory power 
policy which has been followed by the Bureau of Reclamation since 
1953 with respect to the Missouri River main stem plants. As late as 
February 19, 1957, Mr. Fred G. Aandahl, Assistant Secretary of the 
Interior for Water and Power stated in a letter to Mr. Virgil Hanlon; 
manager of the East River Electric Power Cooperative, of Madison, 
S. Dak. as follows: 

It is not the policy of this Department to authorize purchase of energy in order 
to firm up peaking capacity for which under median conditions there is no 
available energy. Instead, any remaining peaking power that may be available 
such as is shown in the table will be sold to customers which are in a position 
to firm it up with energy of their own, which may be from production in their 
own plants or acquired by purchases from other systems. 

Thus, it is clear that the Department of the Interior is still not re- 
evaluating its power marketing policy adopted approximately 4 years 

‘ago, despite the seemingly critical need for review. 

Any solution of the long range problem must encompass the mar- 
--keting of power from the main stem plants in such manner as will 
assure the availability of maximum quantities of firm power to cus- 
tomers and maximum revenue return to the United States under ex- 
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isting rate schedules. This is the standard which should set the pat- 
tern for purchase by the Bureau of firming steam energy. 

We believe that the most equitable solution for the dilemma facing 
those responsible for the operation of the Missouri River system must, 
of necessity, be based upon the maximum economic use of every avail- 
able resource. 

We, therefore, propose two avenues of approach for improving the 
operation of the Missouri, each of which separately or in combination 
with the other would provide additional firm power and water for 
irrigation without sacrificing navigation benefits. 

We suggest that the Corps of Engineers be authorized and directed 
to investigate the costs and benefits of converting the existing free- 
flowing 9-foot navigation channel, and such additional channels as are 
contemplated below Gavins Point Dam, to a multiple purpose slack- 
water type navigation system. We are not navigation experts, but we 
believe it does stand to reason that a slack-water navigation channel 
maintained by a series of dams would require considerably less water 
releases from the upstream storage projects during the navigation 
season, and would thereby allow the retention of large quantities of 
additional water for the generation of hydroelectric power when it is 
most needed during the winter peak season. 

Moreover, the locks and dams installed to maintain the slack-water 
navigation system, could be utilized to. develop the hydroelectric po- 
tential of the river below Gavins Point. I believe the estimates are 
that an additional 2 million kilowatts of capacity could be made avail- 
able. ‘That is, I must say, hearsay evidence. I have not checked that 
figure. 

2. We suggest the possibility of expanding the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion’s Missouri River power system to include a large size lignite 
fueled, steam generating station. The hydroelectric generating sys- 
tem of the Bureau extends from Colorado through Wyoming, Mon- 
tana, the Dakotas into Nebraska. It is completely a hydroelectric 
system, and under the Bureau’s present marketing criteria, is not 
backed up with a maximum economic quantity of steam generation. 
Indications are that such a plant would be economically feasible. 

In a report submitted on January 19, 1955, to a group of Missouri 
Basin industries and utilities, the industrial engineering firm of 
Arthur D. Little, Inc., of Cambridge, Mass. estimated that steam 
generated electric energy, produced in a 150,000 kilowatt plant, burn- 
ing lignite fuel in North Dakota could be sold at between 3.48 and 5.04 
mills exclusive of transmission, and that energy produced in a similar 
plant of 400,000 kilowatt capacity could be sold at from 3.32 to 4.76 
mills per kilowatt hour. 

These figures represent private financing and full Federal income 
tax costs. For a federally financed plant, built either by a rural 
electric cooperative, and inter-connected with the Bureau system, or 
built and operated by the Bureau itself the cost would be substantially 
less. 

The rural electric cooperatives of North Dakota already have some 
experience with lignite fueled steam generating stations. One of 
these, a 30,000 kilowatt plant at Voltair, N. Dak., operated by the 
Central Power Electric Cooperative is producing power at approx!- 
mately 5 mills including production and fixed costs but exclusive of 
transmission costs. 

92088—57—pt. 1——20 
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Senator Anperson. Do you happen to know whether the Arthur 
Little report was prepared in connection with proposals for the use of 
nuclear energy ? 

Mr. Rozrnson.. No, sir. I believe not. I have that report here. 
The — of industries and utilities to whom it was submitted con- 
stituted themselves as a resources research committee. 

Senator Anperson. It was prepared by Mr. McHaulus? That does 
not matter. I am sorry to have bothered you with it. 

Mr. Rosrnson. Sir, there was some mention of nuclear power in here, 
but that was not the principal purpose of the report. 

_ Senator Anperson. I have only had my attention called to it be- 
cause of the fact that the nuclear energy that is going to be produced 
at Shippingport, in the first one of these commercial plants, now 
looks like it might cost as much as 95 mills and eventually we will 
get down to not lower than 20 or 30 mills. That gave some point 
as to where you were going to locate some plants where you had the 
. availability of lignite costs which would run under 5 mills. I was 
curious as to whether they mentioned that. 

Mr. Rostnson. The major cost in savings in burning lignite arises 
from the. fact that the plant can locate right at the lignite field. 
. Transportation, which is a very appreciable item of ordinary coal 
utilization, is eliminated. 

Thus, based on these indications, it appears that a federally financed 
steam plant of 400,000-kilowatt capacity could, if integrated with 
the existing Bureau system, deliver power at a cost, including trans- 
mission, not exceeding that attributable to the present hydro system. 

It may be asked that if such fuel-burning plants are economical 
why have they not already been constructed, or why has the main- 
stem hydroelectric system been constructed in the first place if steam 
capacity could be put on the line at approximately the same cost. 

First, such a plant would be base loaded. The existing hydro is re- 
quired for peaking purposes. Second is the Bureau of Reclamation’s 
eastern division 230-kilovolt transmission system which now links 
North and South Dakota and which will soon extend into Montana 
and Minnesota. 

This 230-kilovolt high voltage transmission system and the 115- 
kilovolt subtransmission system was built to dispose of the power from 


the main-stem hydroelectric plants. Prior to the construction of the. 


hydro plants, there were never any generating plants of equivalent 
size in the area. Hence there was no need of a regional transmission 
system such as followed in the wake of the main-stem plants. 

Now that such a transmission system is in existence it becomes ex- 
‘tremely worth while to investigate the possibility of integrating into 
it a major steam electric station. 

Of course, under the present Bureau’s policy governing the mar- 
keting of Missouri River Basin power such a scheme is impossible. 
Indeed it is impossible for the Bureau to purchase from any source 
whatever sufficient thermal energy to back up its hydro to a maxi- 
‘mum economic level. This basic policy would, of course, have to be 
modified. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, our fundamental axiom is that any 
improvement in the operation of the Missouri River Basin system 
must be based upon maximum utilization of the entire resource. 
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Rather than try to apportion a partially developed resource amongst 
contending beneficiaries, it is our position that the available resource 
should be expanded to meet the need of the entire area, 

This is our reason for supporting (1) a multiple-purpose slack-water 
navigation channel below Gavins Point which, without sacrificing the 
interest of waterborne traffic, would allow a reappraisal of storage and 
release operations so that additional firm power could be made avail- 
able and would develop the hydro potential below Gavins Point. 
(2) Construction of a large lignite-fueled thermal generating plant in 
North Dakota which could be economically integrated with the ex- 
isting Bureau hydro system, and modification of the Bureau’s Mis- 
sour River Basin marketing criteria to permit such integration. 

It seems to us that in the Missouri Basin, as in the other sections of 
the country, we cannot afford to mold our national resource conserva- 
tion policy around unjustified prejudices or political philosophies 
which, when applied to major problems, tend to restrict the growth 
and development of our economy. 

We also ask that this subcommittee, in considering a short-term 
solution to the immediately critical problem brought on by the low 
streamflow, keep in mind the tremendous financial burden being borne 
by the power features of the Missouri River Basin project. 

We also ask you to keep in mind the needs of the rural electric sys- 
tems served by the power features. Where it is necessary to curtail 
project operation, it is our contention that the navigation features 
must bear an equitable portion of the burden, either ‘by a shortened 
navigation season or a shallower channel. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Anperson. May I first of all express to you my regret that 
your testimony had to come so late and that you had to be so patient 
while we explor ed some other subjects. 

As I tried to point out earlier, you testified a number of times before 
committees with which I have been identified, such as the Joint Com- 
mittee on Atomic Energy. 

I want to thank you again for giving testimony that I may not 
agree with completely but I always find. ‘stimulating and interesting. 

I think that people who come before these committees of the 
Congress have a responsibility to try to develop interesting testimony, 
and you have done that. I want to thank you for it, as I have on 
previous occasions. 

I do not identify myself with all the suggestions you have made, 
although I sometimes find myself agreeing with them, as I do with 
some of them that are in here. 

I always find you, however, interesting. Thank you for being 
patient with us. 

Mr. Rostnson. Sir, I certainly appreciate your very magnanimous - 
statement. I want to say itis alwaysa pleasure to appear before your 
Joint Committees and the other committees also. 

Senator Anperson. I was not attempting to identify what commit- 
tees you have testified before. 

Senator Case ? 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I would like to second what you have 
said so far as the stimulation that Mr. Robinson has’ provided, par- 
ticularly in chis instance in his testimony. I think that the sugges- 
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tions that he has made here are certainly worth of very careful con- 
sideration. I should like to ask him if he might consult the recent 
report, an interim report, which has been made by the National Lead 
Co. of the operation at the Grand Junction pilot plant of the Atomic 
Energy Commission on the treatment for uraniferous ores. I am 
wholly a layman in the field, but it has occurred to me that in view of 
the fact that roasting is one of the — in that process that is being 
used there, there might be a bare possibility of a combination process 
in which lignite beds might be used for such values as the lignite itself 
a for possible power production with a recovery of the uranium from 
the ash. 

The process that National Lead Co. has been working on out there 
has been a leaching of the ash following a roasting of the lignite ores. 
I do not know whether there is any possible combination. 

These uraniferous lignite beds are found in the northwestern part 
of South Dakota and the southwestern part of North Dakota. The 
lignite beds in South Dakota, it is estimated, contain as much as half 
of a billion tons of lignite coal. I possibly should modify that. | 

I am not sure whether that is wholly restricted to South Dakota 
or not. But, in any event, the beds of lignite in northwestern South 
Dakota and southeastern Montana and southwestern North Dakota are 
of tremendous quantity. 

Just the lignite alone warrants the suggestion Mr. Robinson has 
made. The lignite beds, as I understand it, are somewhat thicker in 
North Dakota than they are in South Dakota. 

Dr. Rothrock, our State geologist, has indicated that the lignite beds 
in South Dakota are thinner in construction or composition; possibly 
4 feet. However, the coal beds in the Alzada, Mont., area and in the 
Osage, Wyo., area are somewhat thicker. That is a subbituminous 
coal. 

An interesting fact is that.at the present time there is a tie line from 
the Oahe Dam site to the Black Hills area, which was constructed with 
the thought of flowing power from the Oahe Dam to the Black Hills 
area and intermediate points. That line was constructed as a means of 

roviding service for five rural electric associations in western South 

akota at an earlier date than they could get power, since they are 
now in operation and wanted to be in operation before Oahe would be 
completed. 

At the present time, that line is being used to flow power east rather 
than west. That power is being generated at a coal plant at Osage, 
Wyo., which was originally developed by the Black Hills Power & 
Light but which now has two units, I believe, of an association of 
REA’s where they put ‘in the plant and are using the subbituminous 
coal for the development of power. That power is being developed 
at the same rate as the Missouri River rate for power. 

Senator Anperson. I want to say to the able Senator from South 
Dakota that I conceive it to be part of the responsibility of this joint . 
hearing to study ways in which the now substantial investment and 
the contemplated future investment of this Government in these dams 
may be best utilized to protect the taxpayers generally in the country, 
and, particularly, the people who are in the immediate vicinity of 
these projects. I am happy with his comments, and hope that those 
witnesses we have had, whether specifically invited to do so or not, 
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will feel themselves free to make suggestions to this joint committee 
as the hearings move toward a temporary close. 

We will recess now until 2:30 this afternoon, and have the testi- 
mony of Mr. Wise at that time. Following that, we will have the 
Department of Interior testimony. 

Thank you very much. 

(Whereupon, at 1:20 p. m., the hearing was recessed, to reconvene 

at 2:30 p.m., the same day. 


AFTER RECESS 


Senator Anperson. The committee will come to order. 
Mr. Wise, would you state your name for the record, please ? 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM C. WISE, WISE & POTAMKIN, 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Wise. My name is William C. Wise. 

Senator Anverson. Sir, I understand that you have some comments 
on this O’Mahoney-Millikin- amendment. We are happy to have it 
in the record at this time. 

Mr. Wise. Yes, sir. In your absence, Mr. Chairman, a copy of an 
opinion prepared by my firm has been placed in the record. 

There also is here a copy of the pertinent parts of the O’Mahoney- ° 
Millikin amendment, with the words which we think are determinative 
of this issue underlined. 

We have given a categorical opinion—— 

Senator AnpERSON. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Wise. That under the O Mahoney-Millikin amendment there is 
no question that the use of water for the generation of power has pref- 
erence over the use of water for navigation, and that water may only 
be used for navigation if it does not conflict with the use of water for 
the generation of electric power up the stream. 

This is, of course, in those areas of the country subject to the pro- 
visions of the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment. 

I may point out, first of all, there is a dearth of discussion in the 
congressional] debates with respect to the amendment. There is noth- 
ing ‘said. on the precise question as to whether or not it applies to the 
generation of electricity. 

I think there are two reasons for that. One is there is very little said 
on the amendment at all. As Senator O’Mahoney, if he were here, 
could tell us, the matter.was pending before the Senate for several 
months; in fact, from early in the year until December, when it was 
oe However, a report would be given from time to time to the 

enate, that the matter was being negotiated and that the conflicting 
interests hoped to come ‘to an agreement, but there was never any 
discussion of the amendment itself. When it was actually presented 
there was very slight discussion in the Senate. Senator Curtis an- 
nounced that the conflicting interests between irrigation and naviga- 
tion had been resolved. ; 

In the House, as Senator Case pointed out the other day, Judge 
Whittington made the same announcement, and there was no other 
discussion of the amendment at all. 
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Senator Anperson. Whom did you mention first before Judge 
Whittington ? 

Mr. Wise. Senator Curtis. 

Senator Anperson. Curtis? 

Mr. Wise. Yes. The other reason is that the language is so clear 
there would be no reason for there being any discussion of it. 

It must be remembered that it is a cardinal principle of construc- 
tion of statutes, when there is nothing in the legislative history of the 
statute to give any reason for using other than the ordinary, everyday 
usage of the words in the statute, that meaning is used. That is the 
situation we are faced with here. ‘And the key word, of course, is 

“industrial.” 

If I may just call your attention only to those words which are ap- 
plicable, the amendment says: 

The use for navigation, in connection with the operation and maintenance of 
such works herein authorized for construction, of waters arising in States lying 
wholly or partly west of the 98th meridian shall be only such use as does not 
conflict with any beneficial consumptive use, present or future, in States lying 
wholly or partly west of the 98th meridian, of such waters for domestic, munic- 
ipal, stock water, irrigation, mining, or industrial purposes. 

We first look at the dictionary meaning of the word “industrial,” 
and it is very clear that it includes the production of electricity. 

In the Winston Dictionary, college edition, the word “industrial” 
is defined in its broad connotation to apply to all forms of economic 
activity. 

In its more limited meaning, it applies to “the productive occupa- 
tions, as distinguished from finance and commerce.” 

Therefore, whether it is used in its broad meaning or in a restrictive 
sense, it definitely pertains to and includes the business of generating 
electricity. 

Senator ANDERSON. I am just tr ying to develop in my own mind 
why that is trve, when they mention “mining.” Certainly, mining 
must be industrial in this broad sense that you are talking about. 

Mr. Wise. That is true, although they obviously w anted to single 
out mining for special consideration. Being very practical, about. it, 
there were some interests that had a partic ular interest in mining who 
put that in. Mining would have been included in industrial, so would 
every other type of industrial activity. If it does not include the 
generation of electricity, what could it include? I do not see any 
other form of industry that could be included, if it does not include 
the generation of electricity. It is true they put in mining, but in 
connection with “domestic” they did not put in for the use of dr ‘inking, 
washing, cooking: 

Senator Anperson. Well, do you know any constitutional commit- 
tee of the States that have tried to draw up language that set a 
priority on their preferential use of water that has broken domestic 
down into drinking, washing, cooking ? 

Mr. Wise. No, sir; I do not. , 

Senator ANpErson. What is the next step! The first use is gen- . 
erally domestic, is it not ? 

Mr. Wise. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. Then they illustrate irrigation, farming—— 

Mr. Wise. Irrigation, agriculture, pollution, sanitation. 

Senator Anprerson. Then they generally come to industrial uses. 
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; va Wiser. “Industrial” is almost always at the bottom; that is 
night, sir. 

We are not contending here that domestic, municipal stock water, 
and irrigation does not clearly come before mining or industrial, be- 
cause we think they do and think they should. 

When the courts have gotten to this question, we only found one 
case which is specifically on the point with respect to the meaning of 
the word “industrial,” as to whether or not it includes the generation 
of electricity. That one case is a famous landmark case in constitu- 
tional law, on an entirely different point, though; not on this point. 

That case is the case of First Jowa Hydro-Electric Co-op v. FPC 
(151 F. 2d, 20), decided by the Circuit Court of Appeals for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

In that case the petitioner before the Federal Power Commission, 
a cooperative association in Iowa, asked for a license from the Federal 
Power Commission to construct a hydro project. The application was 
turned down by the Commission on the ground the petitioner had not 
complied with the laws of the State of Iowa, which required a license 
of some kind from the State before a dam could be constructed. 

One of the contentions made by the petitioner was that the Iowa 
statute required a license only for the diversion of water for industrial 
purposes and that, since they were asking for a license to generate 
electricity, that was not for industrial purposes. 

The court barely discussed it. They mentioned it, shoved it aside, 
and ruled very hurriedly that that was not a defense and said they 
thought the Commission had rightly rejected the contention. . 

In the headnote to the case, the reporter sums it up in this fashion, 
saying: 

The Iowa statute prohibiting the construction of a dam in any navigable 
stream for the diversion of any water therefrom for “industrial” purposes pro- 
hibits the diversion of water for “power” purposes. : 

I may say they put the word “industrial” in quotes. Although there 
is only one case on the interpretation of the word “industrial” as to 
‘ whether or not it includes the generation of electric power, there are 
a large number of cases on the definition of the word “manufacturing,” 
holding that it does include the generation of power. 

I should point out, first, that it is clear that the word “industrial” 
is broader, and includes the word “manufacturing.” 

_ That is stated by Fletcher, the outstanding authority on the law of 
corporations. He putsit this way: 

The phrase “industrial pursuit,” as used in a statute authorizing the formation 
of corporations for such purpose, is broader and more comprehensive than “trad- 
ing” or “manufacturing.” It includes both, and something more. 

It is clear that the word “industrial” has the same meaning—al- 
though broader—than the word “manufacturing.” 

There are a number of cases that we cited in our opinion holding 
that the word “industrial” includes manufacturing. I will just read 
from 1 or 2 of them. ; . 

In a Kentucky case, Kentucky Electric Company v. Buechel (146 
Ky. 660, F. 160), the court said this, speaking of the generation of 
electricity : 

It is merely the changing of energy from one form to another, but these units 
of energy, after they have been so transformed, are so changed that we think 
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they may properly be termed “manufactured.” They could certainly not be 
recognized, and when their form is so changed that they can no longer be ree- 
ognized, to the average mind, they are manufactured into a new product. 

In any discussion of this question, it is always taken for granted 
that the word “industrial” includes the generation of electricity. 
There is never any authority cited; there is no discussion, 

For instance, in a Law Journal article, which we quote from in our 
brief at the bottom of page 2, on the Use of Public Water for Indus- 
trial Purposes, the author discusses thoroughly the types of industries 
which should be entitled to use public water, and he lists hydrogenera- 
tion as one of those industries. He-did not even discuss the question 
of whether the use of water for industrial purposes included its use 
for power generation. 

Of course, one who had given an unqualified opinion that the gen- 
eration of electricity was embraced in the words “industrial purposes” 
was greatly cheered by Senator O’Mahoney’s statement of Wednesday, 
in which he not only sustained our interpretation, but went much fur- 
ther. We, of course, agree with him, and the comment made by Sena- 
tor Barrett, in connection with irrigation, that it has long been recog- 
nized that the generation of power has been a necessary component of 
an irrigation project, and that as such it has always been accepted as 
a beneficial consumptive use. 

I might also point out, for the record, that the cooperatives who 
have appeared here and who are functioning in the Missouri. Basin 
use the vast portion of their electric energy for farming purposes. 

To date, not too much of it has been used for irrigation, although 
a considerable amount—and that is increasing—has been used for that 

urpose. Virtually all of it—if not all of it, the very vast majority 
if it—is used in connection with agricultural pursuits, either in the 
house, in the barn, in farming operations, or in irrigation. The non- 
farm use in the few small towns or villages they may serve, or by fill- 
-ing stations or other small industrial pursuits which may come out into 
the country, is clearly incidental to the agricultural use of such power. 

When we get by the word “industrial” all that we have left is the 
meaning of the words “beneficial consumptive use.’ 

Now, it does not take any discussion, I do not think, and I believe 
everyone will agree, that the use of water for the generation of elec- 
tricity is beneficial, and that fact has been brought out very recently 
in a hearing here in the Senate during the consideration by the Senate 
_ of the River and Harbor and Flood Control Act of 1957, just in March 
of this year. 

Senator Watkins then made this observation : 

* * * The use of water for power has long been recognized as a beneficial use 
of water. 

That comment appears at page 4121 of the Congressional Record 
for Thursday, March 28, 1957. 

This statement by Senator Watkins followed his citing a number 
of statutes, including the Flood Control Act of 1944 and “specifically 
the O ‘Mahoney- Millikin amendment. So he obviously had this use in 
mind when he said it was a beneficial consumptive use. 

We do not have to rely-only on that. The record has a number of 
discussions of the question of consumptive use of water in the genera- 
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tion of electricity. .The situation is that when you store water for 
generation there 1s always evaporation, which is clearly a consumptive 
use. ; 

In testimony back in 1945 by Harry W. Bashore, then the Commis- 
sioner of Reclamation, before a subcommittee of the old Senate Com- 
mittee on Commerce, during hearings on S. 555, in the 79th Congress, 
1st session, at page 1730 of the hearings, this discussion appears. 

Mr. Bashore said: 

I might point out in that connection, that these reservoirs introduce an ele- . 
ment of consumptive use in the waters of the stream, expose the surface to 
evaporation, and consume quite a bit of water. 

Senator Anprerson. That is the reservoir. 

Mr. Wise. That is the reservoir; yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. That is not essentially the use of the current, 
the water to generate current. 

Mr. Wiser. Yes. The water is stored in the reservoir for the purpose 
of generating power. 

enator ANDERSON. It may also be stored for the purpose of flood 
control, might it not? | : 

Mr. Wise. Oh, yes; it can be stored for any number of other pur- 
poses. But it must be stored in the Missouri Basin projects in order 
to generate electricity, which is one of the big problems here. That is 
the reason we are in a hearing by this committee. One of the big prob- 
lems is you must store, and you must store a substantial amount of 
water, before you can get adequate power out of it in the type of 
projects we have in the Missouri Basin. It should be pointed out, you ~ 
have no conflict between the use of water for navigation and for power 
unless you have storage. In connection with flow of the river projects 
there would be no such conflict. Whenever the question arises, it must 
be as the result of storage and, in that event, there will always be 
evaporation or beneficial consumptive use. © 

Senator Casr. There will always be a consumptive use. The evapo- 
ration would not necessarily be beneficial. 

Mr. Wiser. Evaporation would not be beneficial unless the water 
were being stored either for flood control or other purposes which the 
chairman mentioned, or for power. Then 'we submit there can be no 
question that storing it for that purpose is a beneficial use, as Senator 
Watkins commented. 

Senator Casr. I think it is certainly beneficial use of the water for 
the production of power. Certainly, the evaporation is a consump- 
tive use. Whether or not we are dealing with them as a joint descrip- 
tive term, or as individual terms, I am not so sure. 

Mr. Wise. Is the whole not the sum of its parts? It seems to me, 
Senator, you answered the question there. You said it is both bene- 
ficial and consumptive. When you join the two together, it seems to 
me that it must be a beneficial consumptive use. 

I would like to call your attention to the discussion which took place 
on March 20, 1956 in the hearing before the Senate Committee on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs, one of these committees participating here 
today. 

The witness appearing at that time was Mr. Grimes, who has also 
appeared at this hearing, chief engineer and executive officer, South 
Dakota Water Resources Commission. 
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This colloquy occurred among Mr. Grimes and Senators Watkins 
and Barrett. 

Mr. Grimes. That is correct. Power being referred to as a nonconsumptive 
= as far as the lower people are concerned, it is questionable. It is a consump- 
tive use. 

Senator WarKrns. It certainly is a consumptive use. 

Senator Barrert. It is a consumptive use because of evaporation that occurs 
in the dam storage ; is it not? 

Mr. Grimes. That is a factor. 

Senator Barrett. And it is a considerable factor in a good many cases; is it 
not, Mr. Grimes? 

Mr. Grimes. Yes, the evaporation rate; whenever you increase the surface 
area, of course, you increase the evaporation rate. 

Senator Barrett. It depends on the area where it is located, but in some 
cases it is a considerable factor and amounts to a distinct consumptive use, 
is that not right? 

Mr. Grimes. That is a consumptive use, that evaporation. It is lost to use in 
any other area. 

Now, wé respectfully submit, Mr. Chairman, that even if there were 
no consumption of water, although we do not have that situation 
in the Missouri Basin; as I pointed out there is no conflict with a 
flow of the river project, but where there is storage there is evapora- 
tion. Even if there were no such evaporation, industrial purposes, 
including the generation of power would still have priority over navi- 
gation, because the words “beneficial” and “consumptive” here are 
obviously descriptive words, and not words of limitation. They were 
used to describe the uses because historically the usages to which 
Congress wished to give priority were also consumptive uses and, 
obviously, they were beneficial or Congress would not have given 
them that preference. 

We submit, that if in connection with irrigation—with the advances 
in modern technology—it some day becomes possible that all of the 
water, or at least a part of it, can be reclaimed and used over again, 
the fact that the water was not consumed would certainly not take 
away the preference given to irrigation. I think when you look at it 
in that sense it becomes quite clear that these words are used as 
descriptive words, and not as words of limitation. Certainly it is what 
we lawyers call an a fortiori case. 

If you give a use preference when it consumes the water, you cer- 
tainly would give it preference when it does not consume the water 
and you are able to use the water over again for some other purposes. 
It is the nature of the use that entitles it to priority and not the fact 
that the use does or does not consume water. The more essential uses 
are given priority. 

I submit, respectfully, that follows so clearly, that there can be no 
question about it, and that the very able exposition of the statute 
given by Senator O'Mahoney on Wednesday and which was confirmed 
yesterday by Congressman Wayne Aspinall, another outstanding 
authority in the field of water use and water control, completely dis- 
poses of the matter. 

Mr. Chairman, I have just a slight additional statement, when we 
finish with the discussion of the opinion. You may want to ask some 
questions. 

Senator Anperson. Are there any questions on this? 

Do you intend to put this whole brief in the record ? 

Mr. Wisr. It has been put in the record. 
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Senator ANpErson. Very well. , 

Mr. Wise. I would like to say this on behalf of my clients. You 
asked, Mr. Chairman, of our opening witness, what did he want this 
committee to do. 

Senator AnpErson. Yes. 

Mr. Wiser. What were we here for? He said other witnesses would 
answer that. : 

In your absence over the 3 days, there have been a lot of specific. 
problems outlined by the various witnesses, some of them small, some 
of them large, of an individual nature, applying to a particular area. 

The gentleman from Montana gave a very vivid description of their 
problems. ~ sl 

We would like the committee staff to look into those problems and 
see if something could not be done to correct them. 

’ In addition to that there are five major problems—if I may—I 
would like to sum up and point out to you. 

Senator Anperson. All right. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Wise, before you do that did you develop before’ 
I came in this afternoon the application of the preamble of the 1944 
act, 

Mr. Wise. No, sir. Iam sorry. In my rush I overlooked that. 

Senator Case. I think that has to be considered, in giving the full 
benefit of the amendment. 

Mr. Wise. You are right, Senator. 

In our opinion you do not have to resort to the preamble unless there 
is some ambiguity in the statute itself, in the body of it, that requires 
explaining. However, if there had been any ambiguity here then it 
would have been completely taken care of by the preamble. As Sen- 
ator O’Mahoney pointed out—and I believe you pointed out this lan- 
guage, too, the other day, Senator Case—the preamble clinches it, if 
there were any question in the body of the statute itself. However, 
we submit there is no question with respect to the meaning of the 
statute itself. 

If I may, I shall read the preamble for the record. We have sub- 
mitted for your information a copy of the O’Mahoney-Millikin amend- 
ment, with the determinative language underlined. 

The preamble to section 1 (b) of the Flood Control Act of 1944, 
which is known as the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment reads: 

* * * It is hereby declared to be the policy of the Congress * * * to limit 
the authorization and construction of navigation works to those in which a sub- 
stantial benefit to navigation will be realized therefrom, and which can be oper- 
ated consistently with appropriate and economic use of the waters of such rivers 
by other users. 

Senator Case, It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that that very defi- 
nitely subordinated navigation to “other uses.” 

Mr. Wise. That is our position here. 

Senator Case (reading) : 

* * * It is hereby declared. to be the policy of the Congress * * * to limit 
the authorization and construction of navigation works to those in which a sub- 
stantial benefit to navigation will be realized therefrom and which can be oper- 


ated consistently with appropriate and economic use of the waters of such rivers 
by other users. 


Senator Anprerson. Yes. 


ao 
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Senator Casr. That certainly seems to me to be a subordination of 
navigation to other uses. 
~ Mr. Wise. Mr. Chairman, I am certain that all of the rural electric 
cooperatives that have been represented here and the other witnesses 
who testified in support of preserving the necessary water for up- 
stream are definitely sympathetic to the requirements and the desires 


of the people downstream who want to use the water for navigation’ 


purposes. We do not want to do anything at all to interfere with the 
use of the water for navigation purposes. On the other hand, if there 
_ is going to be a shortage of water, then we think the law should be 
complied with. 

_ We respectfully submit that the Corps of Engineers has mistakenly 
interpreted the law and are now violating the law to the detriment of 
our cooperatives and the other upstream users. 

We would like to suggest—and Mr. Robinson, I believe, suggested 
at least two of the things, which we think could be done to take care 
of the situation. What we are asking these committees to do in 
addition to taking care of the numerous individual problems which 
are presented in the record is to instruct the Army Engineers to make 
a study of the development of slack water navigation on the Missouri. 
We think we are entitled to have what the people in the Tennessee 
Valley have. I do not mean the administrative machinery, I mean 
the physical operation of the Missouri should be similar to that of 
the Tennessee River, where they have produced excellent results. 
Slack water navigation would appear not only to take care of the navi- 
gation problem, but the study of the Federal Power Commission on 
the potentialities of future hydro development, which lists 2,000,000 
kilowatts for the Missouri Basin, in addition to the capacity of proj- 
ects already authorized, is based on slack water navigation. It also 
should take care of a very serious current problem which the naviga- 
tion people, if-they had time, could tell you about, which exists in 
the river now, and it increases measurably the flood control potentiali- 
ties of the project. 

Incidentally, it will pay for itself to a large extent by the revenues 
received from the generation of power. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Wise, you just referred to the Corps of Engi- 
neers as doing something which is a mistaken notion of the law, and 
so on. 

We had_ some testimony here yesterday or the day before that the 
Corps of Engineers did not make any unilateral decisions. Is it 
your understanding that they do? © 

Mr. Wiser. It is my understanding 
they have the final responsibility. 

Senator Hruska: They actually turn on the valve and turn it off. 
Who is it that makes the decision? What is the source of the decisions 
resulting in the turning off and the turning on of that spigot? 

Mr. Wise. I can only give you my understanding of it, Senator. 

My understanding of it, under the law, or under the administration 
of the reservoirs that is set up, is that the Army engineers have that 
responsibility—that the Interagency Committee, or the Reservoirs 
Control Committee advises them and consults with them, but that the 
responsibility is that of the Corps of Engineers. 

Seaated Hruska. We understand that. I was wondering how your 
testimony and the implication of your words would fit in with the tes- 





and I may be mistaken—that 
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timony before this committee previously, that the Corps of Engineers 
do not make unilateral decisions in that regard, but take into consid- 
eration the instructions received from the coordinating committee of 
the Reservoirs Control Committee—whatever it is. 

Mr. Wise. My understanding was that since they have the final 
responsibility, they are the ones who have interpreted the statute, and 
we submit they have interpreted it mistakenly. And it is a question . 
of: Can you use water for navigation when it is inconsistent with the 
use of the water upstream for the generation of power? 

Do I make that clear, Senator ? 

Senator Hruska. You make that clear. 

Do you want the committee to understand that it is their sole re- 
sponsibility, and whatever merit or demerit attaches to their decisions 
is for them alone to assume ? . 

Mr. Wise. I guess that would be too broad, in view of the advisory 
groups with whom they work. 

I was making this request, Senator: We are asking these committees 
to work through the Corps of Engineers, because it is my understand- 
ing the corps has the legal responsibility for it. 

Senator Hruska. Yes. 

Mr. Wisr. I was not saying that critically of them, except we do 
think our interests are being harmed by a mistaken interpretation of 
the law on their part. 

Senator Casz. Mr. Chairman, if the Senator would yield ? 

I wonder if we are going to be precise about that matter, and try to 
determine in whose name the responsibility for the decision is made? 

If you would go back to the Secretary of the Army as the inheritor 
of the powers of the Secretary of War, of the War Department, you 
will find the Flood Control Act, in that section which provides for the 
sale of power, says that—and I am just paraphrasing it—but it says 
in effect that the power which the Secretary of War determines is not 
needed for the operation of the facilities or works shall be turned over 

to the Secretary of the Interior. 

' So that if you are trying to pin it down as to the name of somebody 
over whose signature a decision would be final, it would be the 
Secretary. of the Army as the inheritor of the Secretary of War, I 
believe. tesa 

Mr. Wise. You are entirely correct, Senator Case. 

All I am trying to say is we are asking you to have whoever is 
responsible—whom I would think of in terms of the Corps of En- 
gineers—take the necessary action. 

Senator Hruska. Iam sorry. 

Mr. Wisz. That isthe point I raise. 

Senator Hruska. Thank you. 

Mr. Wise. Our other request is that a single agency be set up to make 
the determination as to how the water is to be used, and to administer 
these projects so there would not be the conflict which all of the testi- 
mony relates to. . 

The final request is that the Bureau of Reclamation be instructed to 
make studies to see if the firming up of hydro with steam which Mr. 
Robinson spoke of could not be worked out. We really think that that 
-could solve a lot of these problems. 

Senator Anprerson. I wonder here—I started to ask Mr. Grimes 
when we finished, and he said he recommended that the matter be 
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referred to the State team in the basin, with whatever guiding observa- 
tions the committee sees fittoadd. . 

Do you want to revert to another agency committee or do you want 
this committee to— 

Mr. Wisr. No sir, and I think I speak for the vast majority—which 
I would estimate to be at least 95 percent, although I may be mis- 
taken—of the people who have appeared here this week in support of 
the resolutions aclopted by the legislatures of the 3 States. While 
Mr. Grimes has made a very valuable contribution to this record, and 
we subscribe to almost everything he said, on that particular point we 
feel that the problems have been before the States’ group, and that is 
me we are in the situation that we are in today. We are specificall 
and expressly asking these two commmittees to do something about it 
directly and not to refer it back to that committee. 

Senator Anprrson. That is what you think these resolutions mean 
when they say to investigate the sieniieation of power generation 
on the Missouri River to navigation ? 

Mr. Wisr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. You think there has been subordination of the 
power to navigation ? 

Mr. Wrrs. Yes, sir. And sitting here listening to this testimony 
for 3 days, it seems to me that that has been rather clearly established. 

I want to emphasize that we do not want to do anything to hurt 
navigation. However, if the Bureau will not so operate the power- 
plants so as to get the most power out of them, so we can be taken care 
of, and Congress in its wisdom does not see fit to insist on slack navi- 
gation of the river, which we think would help to take care of the prob- 
lem, then there is only a limited amount of water to go around, and we 
think the law should be complied with and that does require that navi- 
gation get less water than it has in the last few years. 

Senator Hruska. Do you think putting the authority in one indi- 
vidual would achieve that, where it cannot be achieved now. 

Mr. Wiser. I would not say it cannot be achieved now. It seems 
to us it could be achieved easier and simpler—would be a simpler 
job—by having one central agency or administrator. 

Of course, flood control, irrigation, domestic sanitation and pollu- 
tion, are uses paramount to either power or navigation. 

We feel this way Senator: Very shortly, if something is not done 

about slack water navigation there is going to be a rear conflict entirely 
aside from the use of water for power between the uses of water for 
irrigation upstream and navigation downstream, if we hit a couple 
more years like we have had. 
_ Senator Hruska. The thing that troubles me about it is something 
one of the other witnesses brought out. Suppose such agency is created 
and assumes control. Then it comes up with a rejection of slack water 
navigation, comes up with the rejection of your contention, and so on, 
and that Commission, or whatever, is in there for 3, 6, or 9 years, re- 
spectively. Who would you go to then for the purpose of relief? 

One of the witnesses testified that he would much rather trust Con- 
gress because, after all, Congress is more responsive to appeals of this 
kind, and it can make adjustments. 

If you had an authority of that kind and they could not quite see 
eye to eye with you, what is your recourse then ? 
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Mr. Wise. We would have to come back to Congress. If, in our 
opinion, they are acting mistakenly, or illegally, we will come back to 
Congress. 

Senator Hruska. That answers my question. 

Mr. Wisr. The other request we have, Senator, is to carry out the 

suggestion you made this morning, and Senator Case joined in with 
you, that Congress determine this question of cost allocation. 
. We feel Mr. Hanlon’s and Mr. Robinson’s testimony indicated our 
interest was being harmed under the present method of cost allocation. 
We think that determination, as you indicated it should be, should be 
made by Congress. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you. . 

.Mr. Wise. Thank you very much. 

Senator ANprerson. Mr. Weinberg and Mr. Fisher of the Depart- 
ment are to be heard. 

Will you please state your name for the record ¢ 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD WEINSERG, ASSISTANT SOLICITOR, 
POWER, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR; ACCOMPANIED BY 
EDWARD W. FISHER, ASSOCIATE SOLICITOR, WATER AND 
POWER, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Wernperc. My name is Edward Weinberg, Assistant Solicitor 
of the Department of the Interior, and I have with me Edward W. 
Fisher, Associate Solicitor, Water and Power, of the Department of 
the Interior. 

Senator Anprerson. Mr. Weinberg, do you have some statement to 
present to the committee? You understand what the controversy is 
about or the question is about ? 

Mr. Wernperc. Yes; I do, Senator. I understand basically it con- 
cerns the matter of release of water and storage of water. 

Senator Anperson. It is not just a question of priority of water, 
the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment. It has to do with the state- 
ment that electric-power rates must be fixed in such a fashion and at 
such a level to. make sure that the irrigation would be properly 
subsidized. 

Do you have any question as to whether or not section 5 or section 
9 has any responsibility ? 

Mr. Wernperc. Yes, Senator. That question accounts for our pres- 
ence here today. 

It was raised by letter of May 1 from Senator Murray to Secretary 
Seaton, asking for a statement of the position of the Department in 
connection with the application of power revenues, principally those 
from the Army davehiitiente in the Missouri River Basin against 
irrigation costs on projects in the basin being developed by the Bureau 
of Reclamation of the Department of Interior, and it is to that ques- 
tion, Senator, that I am prepared to address myself. 

Senator ANperson. Go ahead. 

Mr. Wernzerc. I want to express my apologies to the committee at 
testifying orally at length without giving the committee an oppor- 
tunity to follow me in a prepared text. 

Senator Anperson.. May I read just the language to which I raised 
some question just. the other day ? : 
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Mr. Wetnpere. Yes. 

Senator Anprrson. This is the testimony of Mr. Grimes. He said: 

And I would like to add here that it is a very, very important understanding 
that we have in the basin that it is the power investments and those costg 
allocated to power with 3 percent interest that will be repaid in 50 years, but 
that the rates for the power sales shall be sufficient to return,.within whatever 
the payment-period is that is provided by Congress, the portion of the irrigation 
costs which the irrigators themselves cannot pay. 

Mr. Wernzerc. Yes, sir. 

Senator ANperson. And it was to that question that I directed my 
attention first, and I think others came along:and directed theirs, 
whether or not there is any obligation under the law that the rates 
shall be sufficient to return the power costs, and that portion of the 
irrigation costs that the irrigators cannot pay. 

Mr. Wernpera. Yes. 

The question involves the interpretation of the application of the 
provisions of sections 9 and 5, of the Flood Control Act of 1944. 

It is the position of the Department, and has been the position of 
successive Secretaries of the Interior from the enactment of the act, 
that section 9 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 authorized the compre- 
hensive development of the Missouri River Basin consisting of two 
coordinated parts—one part to be undertaken by the Department of 
the Army, the other part to be undertaken by the Department of the 
Interior—together comprising an overall plan for multiple purposes, 
such as flood control, irrigation, power, navigation, fish and wildlife, 
and other beneficial purposes. 

We have to consider in this matter first the question of the interpreta- 
tion of the statute in the light of the plans appended in Section 2, sec- 
ond, there is the issue of the implementation or the administration of 
this statute by the Department charged with the marketing of power 
and of the development of the irrigation, and third, we come to the 
matter of the congressional recognition of the departmental imple- 
mentation and interpretation of the statute. 

Now, when we read section 9 and we read section 5, it is immediately 
apparent that there is raised here a problem originally of what was 
the intention of Congress, for, if the statutes were entirely clear on 
the matter, we would not be here trying to explain the departmental 
position and the question would not have been raised. 

It is the view of the Department that the key to the matter is to be 
found in an examination of the plans that were authorized and adopted 
by section 9, although we must concede at the outset that while the 
Department has taken one view, other views can also be taken on a 
reading of the statute, and particularly could this have been the case 
at the beginning of operation under this statute especially if careful 
consideration is not given to the Senate and House documents com- 
prising the Missouri Basin plans. ; 

Senator Anperson. Why do you refer to section 9 and not simul- 


taneously to section 5? 

Mr. Wernzerc. The issue, Senator, is which of those sections applies. 
Upon examination of the plans that were approved in section 9, it is 
clear that the heart of the Interior Department’s plan, which is one of 
those which was approved, was a basinwide development, under prin- 
ciples of reclamation law, in which all of those green areas shown on 
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the map there would be developed for irrigation purposes under the 
principle of reclamation law that all of their costs must be returned, 
with the consequence that that part of those costs which were to be re- 
turned which could not be returned by repayments by the water users 
would. be met under reclamation law from revenues derived from the 
sale of power. The Department’s plan recognized that most of this 
power would be developed by the Army engineers but that the De- 
partment would market it, would build the transmission lines, and the 
rates would be established under the provisions of reclamation law. 

That being the case, Senator, upon the examination of the plans, it 
was the conclusion of the Secretary that section 5 had no application 
to the sale of power from Army projects in the Missouri River Basin. 

Senator Anperson. House Document 475—what was that? 

Mr. Wei1nserc. House Document 475 is the Army’s plan for the-—— 

Senator AnpEerson. Army plan? 

Mr. Wetnsere. Yes. - . 

Senator ANprrson. I was hearing you discuss it as though it wasonly ~ 
the Department of the Interior’s plan. 

Mr. Wernserc. Not at all, Senator. 

Senator Anperson. There was then an Army plan? 

Mr. Wetnrera. Oh yes; yes, indeed. 

Senator ANperson. Good. We agree on that. 

Mr. WetnzerG. We certainly do. 

Senator Anperson. Because in the Army plan there were some pro- 
grams set forth too, were there not? 

Mr. Wernserc. Yes; principally for flood-control purposes. 

Senator Anperson. And erection of dams? 

Mr. Wernzerc. Construction of dams. 

Senator ANperson. Which would generate power? 

Mr. Wernserc. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator Anvrerson. There are, therefore, two kinds of plans? 

Mr. We1nzera. That is correct. 

on Anperson. Therefore, there might be two ways of selling 

wer 
Peer. Wernsere. That is entirely correct. 

But, in the Army plan, there was not a consideration of the question 
of who was to market. the power and under what circumstances the 
power was to be marketed. This was dealt with at length in the 
Interior plan. It was not dealt with in the Army’s plan. 

The Chief of Engineers recognized, in transmitting the Army plan, 
that there would be the opportunity and the necessity for other 
agencies to play a part in the Missouri Basin development, in order 
for all agencies to engage in the accomplishment of a truly compre- 
hensive plan, and the Army report does not deal with the question of 
paying off the irrigation costs or the marketing of power, as such. 

Senator Anperson. Would it have been proper for the Army, that 
does not have anything to do with the Bureau of Reclamation, to set 
forth in its plan how the irrigation costs would be paid for? 

Mr. Wernsenrc. I think that is a matter in which the Army prop- 
erly deferred to the Department of the Interior, although I would not 
say it would be improper for the Army as an agency of Congress, 
when called upon to make a comprehensive survey, to offer its views to 
the Congress. 

92088—57—pt. 1——21 
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Senator Anprerson. On irrigation ? 

Mr. Wernzerc. On irrigation, yes. 

But the issue, as the Department saw it, was that there were these 
ty.o plans developed. 

The Army’s plan was House Document 475. The Interior Depart- 
ment’s plan was Senate Document 191. 

There were certain physical differences between the two plans, and 
those were reconciled in Senate Document 247 of the 7&th Congress, 
2d session, which was a joint report to the Secretary of the Interior 
and Secretary of War from the Chief of Engineers and the Commis- 
sioner of Reclamation announcing the reconciliation of the plans. 

The Commissioner and the Chief of Engineers annouced their con- 
clusions that they had now developed a unified plan in these words, 
which are quoted from paragraph 16 of Senate Document 247: 

Development of the Missouri River Basin in accordance with House Document 
475, 78th Congress, 2d session, and Senate Document 191, 78th Congress, 2d ses- 
sion, as coordinated in the included joint engineering report, if authorized as a 
unified plan, will secure the maximum benefits for flood control, irrigation, navi- 
gation, power, domestic and sanitary purposes, wildlife, and recreation. 

I stress the phrase “if authorized as a unified plan.” 

We turn then to Senate Document 191 to see how the Interior plan 
dealt with this specific matter of marketing the power and meeting 
the costs of the irrigation development which were over and above 
the ability of the water users to pay, and I will refer to certain seg- 
ments of Senate Document 191 at this point: 

In the letter, at page 1 of Senate Document 191, from Secretary 
Harold L. Ickes to the President, dated May 1, 1944, transmitting the 
Interior Department report to the President for his review, prior to 
its submittal to the Congress, he had this to say: 

The initial stage proposed in this report would involve expenditures estimated 
at $200 million. The economic and human gains which can be expected will 
amply justify this expenditure. The plan has engineering feasibility. Water 
users, rural and urban, would be expected to repay in accordance with their 
ability and the benefits extended to them, part of the costs, and I find they can 
probably meet the charges indicated. Power users would be expected to repay 
additional parts of the cost. It reasonably can be expected that these returns 


to the United States Treasury will be effected. Flood Control and Navigation 
allocations would be nonreimbursable. 


Then he goes on to say in the last paragraph: 


I find desirable and feasible the development of the Missouri River Basin in 
accordance with this Report on the Conservation, Control, and Use of the Water 
Resources of the Missouri River Basin, and I recommend authorization for 
construction after the war of the initial stages, in accordance with the report 
and as contemplated in section 9 of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939. 


The report of the Commissioner of Reclamation to the Secretary of 
the Interior, at pages 2 to 4 of Senate Document 191, had this to say, 
in describing the proposed plan: 

The reclamation plan proposes a total of 90 reservoirs, with the combined 
capacity of 45,700,000 acre-feet, most of the reservoirs on tributaries of the 
Missouri for use in irrigation, flood control, and power development, but two- 
thirds of the reservoir capacity on the main stream for use in flood control, aid 
to navigation, power development, and irrigation. 

I interpolate here to say when speaking of the reclamation plan, the 
Commissioner of Reclamation there was speaking of the ideas of the 
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Bureau of Reclamation as to what. was to be constructed, but not that 
the Bureau of Reclamation was to construct the main-stream reser- 
voirs. 

He went on: 

When fully developed, the plan would previde water for the irrigation of 
4,760,400 acres of dry land and supplemental water for 538,000 acres of land now 


irrigated but not assured adequate water in years of low run-off. Seventeen 
power plants, in the completed power system— 


and these plants let me point out, included plants to be constructed 
by the Department of the Army, as well as to be constructed by the 
Department of the Interior— 

would supply seasonal power for pumping water for irrigation, and nearly 4 bil- 
lion kilowatt-hours of firm power, annually for domestic, commercial, and indus- 
trial use. 

Then later on in the Commissioner’s report of April 28, 1944, ap- 
pearing at page 4 of Senate Document 191, he commented upon the 
views of the Department of the Army in this fashion: 

I agree with the Chief of Engineers that details can be worked out satisfac- 
torily through cooperation as the projects are constructed on the tributary 
streams. I agree that the agency with the dominant interest should construct 
the dams and other works in the basin, and I agree that main-stem storage dams 
should be constructed by the corps, owing to their close relationship with flood 
eontrol and navigation. The reclamation plan provides a storage capacity in 
main-stem reservoirs of 24,950,000 acre-feet, which is 10,250,000 acre-feet less 
than that proposed by the corps, but when considered together, with more than 
10 million acre-feet of storage provided upstream, this amount is believed to be 
’ sufficient to provide full flood protection and ample storage for regulations for 
navigation. 


Then followed some discussion in the Commissioner’s report about 
the Garrison and Oahe Dams. 

Following that the Commissioner went on to say: 

I find' that the proposed development of the Missouri River Basin is needed, 
as conclusively shown in the report. The plan has engineering feasibility. The 
ultimate cost is estimated at $1,257,645,700, and the annual benefits of the com- 
pleted development would be 2.57 times the annual cost. 

Then follows a table of benefits, including the benefits from the 
Army power development, the flood control, navigation, and so on. 

“Irrigation,” he then says, “would be expected to repay in 40 annual 

ayments $298,000,000. Power revenues in 50 years would repay 

23,100,000, and municipal water users would repay $20,000,000.’ 

Then he went on to recommend the plan. 

Senator Anperson. Will you tell us where you were reading from, 
now ? : 
Mr. Werneerc. I was reading from page 4 of Senate Document 
191. 

Senator Casz. That would be controlling with respect to Fort 
Randall, Big Bend, and the Oahe Reservoir ? 

Mr. Wernserc. Yes, in terms of applying the revenues against the 
costs. 

Senator Case. But it would not be applicable with respect to the 
Gavins Point Reservoir and the Garrison Reservoir ? 

Mr. WernperG. There was agreement on those. There were con- 
flicts in principal features which were adjusted. 
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Senator Cass. Well, paragraph (c) of section 9 says: “subject 
to”—and I will skip a few words to emphasize this— 

subject to the allocations of costs and the repayments by water users made in 
said House and Senate documents. . 

And so forth. The coordinated document, No. 247, says, in para- 
graph 4, that it was agreed, and so forth, with regard to the other 
two subdivisions, that everything was agreed upon “with the follow- 
ing modifications.” 

(a) (1) the Gavins Point Dam and Garrison Reservoir to develop in accord- 
ance with House Document 475. That would be Army. Gavins Point and Garri- 
son to be developed with the allocations of cost and repayments by water users, 
and so forth, as recommended in the Army report. , 

And the next paragraph (2): 

The Fort Randall Reservoir, the Big Bend Reservoir and the Oahe Reservoir 
to be developed in accordance with Senate Document 191. 

That would mean that the Senate document, the Bureau of Recla- 
mation plan for Fort Randall, Big Bend, and Oahe, would be fol- 
lowed, 

Mr. Wetnserc. These go to the physical structures, Senator Case. 
There was disagreement as to the size of some of these main-stem 
reservoirs and where they should be located. 


Senator Case. Well, just a minute. Section 9 (c) does not go to the: 


hysical structures only. 
P Mr. Wernserc. Oh, no. 

Senator Casg. It says: 
subject to the findings and recommendations regarding the benefits, the alloca- 
tions of cost, and the repayments by water users made in such documents. 

Mr. Wetnserc. That is correct. And that is the premise upon which 
the Secretary concluded that the power from these Army structures 
was to be marketed under reclamation law for the purpose of meeting 
the irrigation costs from these irrigation developments that were 
beyond the repayment ability of the water users. That is the sig- 
nificance of the basinwide fndings and recommendations. And it 
is in that context that the Department’s report discussed the amount 
that could be repaid by the water users and the balance of the irri- 

tion costs that was to come from revenues developed from the sale of 
the power throughout the basin without regard to the agency which 
constructed and operated the powerplant. And there are some further 
recommendations in the Interior san which bring that out. 

Senator Case, Going one step further: Under the Federal recla- 
mation laws, where do repayments go when they are collected? 

Mr. WernperG. From works that are constructed by the Secretary 
of the interior, they go into the reclamation fund. 

Senator Casz. Where are the receipts going from the power sold 
-from the main-stem reservoirs today ? 

Mr. Wernzerc. We have just recently advised the General Account- 
ing Office that as we view it the revenues that are allocable to the 
Army powerplants should be deposited in the general fund of the 
Treasury to the credit of miscellaneous receipts. 

Senator Cass. Under what authority ? 

Mr. Werneerc. Under this: The deposit of revenue in the reclama- 
tion fund is controlled by the provisions of the Hayden-O’Mahoney 
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amendment to the departmental appropriation act for the fiscal 
year 1939. That provides that all revenue received from reclamation 
development constructed by the Secretary of the Interior through 
the Bureau of Reclamation should be deposited in the reclamation 
fund. ‘Since the Bureau of Reclamation or the Secretary of the In- 
terior has not constructed Gavins Point Dam, Oahe Dam, or the other 
main-stem dams, the Hayden-O’Mahoney amendment does not apply. 
Under general principles of law all revenues for which not other dis- 
position is provided are for deposit in the general fund of the Treasury. 

Senator Casz. Section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, as you 
know, which relates to the power energy generated at reservoir 
projects under the control of the War Department, concludes with 
this sentence : 

All moneys received from such sales shall be deposited in the Treasury of 

the United States as miscellaneous receipts. 
And you are now saying, then, that the money presently being col- 
lected for power generated at the Army-constructed dams 1s going into 
the miscellaneous receipts of the Treasury, not under this sentence of 
section 5, but under application of general law. 

Mr. Weinzere. That is correct. 

Senator Casr. How do you construe it that way, in the face of the 
specific provision in this act where the Missouri River program is 
authorized ¢. 

Mr. Weinpere. Because the Department has taken the position 
from the outset that in proceeding to market power from Army dams 
in the Missouri River Basin it is proceeding under authority con- 
ferred by section 9, which brings in the reclamation law, Senator, and 
in the absence of a provision in the reclamation law dealing with the 
deposit of revenues from projects not constructed by the Secretary 
of the Interior, they must, under general principles of law, be de- 
posited in the general fund of the Treasury. 

Senator Casz. And you contend that section 5 does not apply to 
the Missouri River program ? 

Mr. Weinserc. This is the position of the Department, Senator. 

Senator Case. And how does the Secretary of the Interior get the 

wer from the dams constructed by the Corps of Engineers in the 

issouri River Basin? 

Mr. Wernzere. Because that was a part of the two plans that were 
approved by the Congress in section 9 of the Flood Control Act of 
1944. 

Senator AnpEerson. What about transmission lines? 

Mr. Wernzerc. The transmission lines are constructed under rec- 
lamation law. 

Senator Anperson. Then the revenues from those flow back to the 
reclamation fund ? 

Mr. Wernzerc. That would go into the reclamation fund until there 
had been deposited therein, in accordance with the Hayden-O’Mahoney 
amendment, an amount equal to the costs to be returned from power, 
‘and thereafter under the Hayden-O’Mahoney amendment those rev- 
enues, too, would go into the general fund. 

Senator O’Manonry. Mr. Chairman, would the Senator yield to 
me for a minute? 
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I venturé to make the request, because I have another committee in 
progress, and I am doing some work for that, and I must leave. But 
I would like to make a comment, which is not at all relevant at the 
moment to what Mr. Weinberg is saying, but which nevertheless igs 
prompted by some of the things that he has said. 

This compact, and the plan that.was finally developed, was the 
result of the final action of President Roosevelt in requesting, to use 
a mild word, the Bureau of Reclamation and the Army engineers to 
get together. 

One of the great difficulties that I had, when I was before serving 
on this committee and trying to bring about the development of the 
Missouri River Basin, was that both the Army engineers and the 
Bureau of Reclamation were spending money which they sought from 
Congress year by year, planning for the development of the water 
sites. Both Bureaus wanted the same sites. Both Bureaus sought to 
draw plans for the same sites. 

In my own State, the-Boysen Reservoir was studied by the engineers 
and studied by the Bureau of Reclamation. We had lots of studies, 
but we had no construction. 

I talked it over with the Secretary of War. I talked it over with 
the Secretary of the Interior. There were no results. And finally I 
went to the White House, and I said to Franklin D. Roosevelt, “Mr. 
Roosevelt, there is no power in the United States except yours to 
knock the heads of the Army engineers and the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion together so that we can get a Missouri Basin development plan.” 

I said, “Mr. President, you want to develop this area, you want to 
have this water used by the people who live there. Won’t you please 
— these two subordinate bureaus of yours get together ona joint 
plan?” 

That was the origin of the Pick-Sloan plan. Pick was the head of 
the engineers, General .Pick, a very able man, and Sloan was a very 
able engineer, for the Department of the Interior and the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

But all of this rests upon the basic concept that water is to be used 
by the people who can use it. I have always been proud, on St. Pat- 
rick’s Day, when addressing an Irish aggregation, to tell them that 
the only Brehon law, the ancient Irish law, which survives, of which 
I have any knowledge, is the water law of the West. Because the land 
im ancient Ireland could not be held by anybody in idleness. If any- 
body in the family or in the group or in the clan saw some land which 
was not being used, he could go to the authorities and say, “This land 
is not being used. I can raise my family on it.” And he got the use 
of it. 

Now, that is the rule with respect to Western water. That is why 
the Irish are so prosperous in the West. 

Senator Anperson. I knew he would get the Irish into it. 

Senator O’Mahoney, the discussion arose over a statement that was 
made here, which said that they had in the basin a very clear under- 
standing that the power costs allocated to power with 3 percent in- 
terest would be repaid in 50 years, but that the rates for the power sales 
shall be sufficient to return within whatever the payment period is as 
provided by Congress, the portion of the irrigation cost which the 
irrigators themselves cannot pay. 
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Now, it is that latter part that some of us questioned a little bit, 
because there has been as yet no large interest in irrigation. There is 
$214 million charged against irrigation, and apparently it is the con- 
tention that before any drop in our rates can take place, not only do 
the costs allocated to power have to be paid but you go out and set up 
another $2 billion for irrigation projects that will never be built, that 
may never have feasibility and may never be approved by the Congress. 
And we wondered if the rates might not be lowered and adjusted when 
the power features had been paid for. 

Senator O’Manoney. Well, of course, the objective of that amend- 
ment was, of course, to obtain revenue which would be applied to the 
construction cost. 

Now, I adhere to the general principle that you can frequently in- 
crease your revenue by lowering your rates. And if by so doing the 
revenue applicable to irrigation and power costs can be enlarged, then 
I would have no objection to lowering the rates. 

But I do believe that both in Congress and in the Department we 
should be very careful not now to suggest reclamation projects which 
are really not feasible. 

The whole basis of the reclamation law is to build feasible projects. 

Senator Anperson. And if there is an irrigation project running to 
several hundred thousand acres at a time when we are having some 
difficulty with our present agricultural production, that would add a 
burden of $1,300 an acre to farmland—and not greatly improve. 

Senator O’Manonery. It would certainly be an argument of in- 
feasibility. 

Of course, in 1939 we amended the reclamation law in order to pro- 
vide for the multiple-purpose projects. Now we want to use the water 
for all proper purposes to the utmost. The was what was in the minds 
of those of us who sat on the Irrigation and Reclamation Project Com- 
mittee at that time. We desired to promote not only reclamation and 
power but to promote reclamation and wildlife and those other water 
uses which bring people into an area. But there was always the rule 
of reason. We did not believe that reclamation should be carried on 
to an unreasonable extent. 

I have had many a battle with the Bureau of Reclamation about 
projects which actually turned out to be infeasible after they had been 
constructed, because sufficient time had not been taken in the begin- 
ning to make sure that the land was actually arid. 

Senator Casr. Well now, Mr. Chairman, that certainly is a very 
important question here. A great deal of the proposed irrigation under 
the Missouri River program is still in the state of examination. 

The question of feasibility has not been determined, and particularly 
with respect to some of this land that Senator Anderson suggests may 
represent an investment by somebody of $1,300 per acre, or whatever 
it may be. 

Now, then, the question is: Shall the power users be saddled with 
a rate of power based upon the anticipation of taking care of the cost 
of an irrigation project which has not yet been proven feasible and . 
which may never be constructed ? 

Senator O’Manoney. Well, I think that in looking into the future 
we must always look from the standpoint:of what is feasible. 
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Senator Anperson. Here we have a project that is going to generate 
a tremendous lot of current. Now, if you try to put behind it $2 bil- 
lion of a potential future reclamation project that will involve very 
expensive irrigation, running a minimum of, let us say, $500 an acre 
to all the land, and well over a thousand dollars to others, you will 
come out with a rate that is not an industrial rate that is at all competi- 
tive to what exists in the Pacific Northwest. 

Senator O’Manonry. Well, as I said in the beginning, reduced rates 
can produce higher revenue. And that should be the controlling fac- 
tor. In other words, you cannot sit around the table now and judge 
what the rates ought to be 25, 30, or 50 years from now. 

Senator Anperson. No, but there are two sections of this Flood 
Control Act in 1944, as you know better than Ido. But section 5 has 
one provision about the sale of electric power, and section 9 has an- 
other that throws it under the Reclamation Act. They take that part 
of section 5 that says the funds shall be put back and covered into 
miscellaneous receipts so that it does not get into the reclamation fund, 
but use section 9 to say that the rates must be sufficient to pay for sub- 
sequent irrigation. 

That results in a 4- or 5-mill rate; where if you were only seeking 
to pay for the power-—— 

enator O’Manoney (interposing). Well, of course, feasible irri- 
gation was what was understood. 

Senator Anperson. It is not so understood now, apparently. 

' Senator O’Manoney. Of course, I know every bureau wants to ex- 
pand its activities. 

Senator Casr. Senator O’Mahoney, do you recall the reason for this 
language in section 5: 

The Secretary of the Interior is authorized, from funds to be appropriated by 
the Congress, to construct or acquire, by purchase or other agreement, only such 


transmission lines and related facilities as may be necessary in order to make 


the power and energy generated at such projects available in wholesale quan- 
tities—— . , 


and so forth ? 

My recollection is that there was a Bailey amendment, which would 
have required that the power be sold only at the dam site, and this 
authorized the Bureau of Reclamation to construct transmission lines, 
but only such transmission lines as were necessary. 

Senator O’Manonry. The Bailey amendment was not adopted. 

Senator Case. It was not adopted. That is right. 

Senator O’Manoney. And this was the policy that was decided 
upon. 

"Bennie Casr. Now, would you consider that that sentence was in- 

tended to apply to the projects in the Missouri River program? 

Senator O’Manoney. Well, I have not read the record recently, and 
I would prefer to reserve my judgment. This I do know, and that 
is that there has been a constant battle over the length to which the 
Government may go in making available the power resources which it 
develops. And attempts have been made to hamper the Government. 
Attempts have been made to expand the powers of the Government. 
And as a former member of the Appropriations Committee, IT know 
that many a legislative provision has come into the Senate and passed 
into law on an appropriation bill. 
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Senator Case. I think you gave a very good answer. I really was 
not intending to trap you. I was trying, however, to get the benefit 
of your personal connection with a lot of the history of this legislation. 

I was going to ask that question of the legal representatives, or the 
gentlemen from the Solicitor’s Office of the Department of the In- 
terior. I want to ask them too if they regard the Missouri River 
projects as bound by that language on the construction of transmis- 
sion lines. 

Mr. Wernserc. No, sir. We do not. 

Senator O’Manoney. I thought there was some additional law here. 

Mr. Wrrnzerc. The reclamation law, Senator. 

Senator Anverson. Section 5 has no bearing, then. 

Mr. Wernrerc. Not in the Missouri River Basin, Senator. 

Senator Case. He has to say that to be consistent in his other state- 
ment that section 5 does not apply to the Missouri River Basin. 

Mr. Wernzerc. Sometimes it would be nice to quote Emerson’s 
dictum about consistency being the hobgoblin, but this is one occasion 
when we are consistent on the view that section 5 does not apply in 
the Missouri River Basin. 

Senator Casr. Now, that is interesting, because I think it has been 
generally assumed through the area that the only transmission lines 
that the Secretary of the Interior could construct in the Missouri 
River program were these as described in that sentence of section 5. 

But, of course, if you deny the application of section 5 altogether, 
then you are consistent. 

Mr. Wetneerc. Senator, the Bureau of Reclamation and the De- 
partment come before the Appropriations Committees and justify their 
requests for transmission lines in the Missouri River Basin in the 
same manner and in the same fashion as they do in the Central Valley 
and in any other area in which the Bureau of Reclamation operates 
through the marketing of power. 

Senator Case. And you think that if the Bureau of Reclamation 
came hefore the Appropriations Committee and asked for the build- 
ing of transmission lines to carry power to consumers, which would 
be over and beyond that necessary to make the power available in 
wholesale quantities, it would be Iegally within its rights? 

Mr. Wrtnzerc. This is controlled by the Keating amendment, 
Senator, to the Burean’s portion of the departmental appropriation 
act, which is carried annually, and which in effect precludes the con- 
struction of any transmission lines in areas covered by wheeling con- 
tracts unless wheeling over privately constructed lines is not available. 

Senator Casz. When was the Keating amendment adopted ? 

Mr. Wetneerc. I will have to rely on Mr. Lineweaver. 

Mr. Lineweaver. About 1948 or 1950. 

Senator Casr. Then it was subsequent to this. Between 1945 and 
1948 you would not have been bound by it. 

Mr. Werneerc. That is right. There was very little construction 
of transmission lines in the Missouri Basin between 1945 and 1948, 
which was at the outset, really, of the construction program. 

Senator Casr. What is the basic provision in the Federal reclama- 
tion laws, then, with respect to the sale of power to cooperatives and 
public bodies? : 

Mr. Wetnnera. Section 9 (c) of the Reclamation Project Act of 
1939, Senator. 
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Senator Cass. Is that substantially as it appears in section 5? 
Mr. Wernzerc. No. 
Senator Cass. Would you read it for the record ? 
Mr. Wernzera. Yes; 1 would be glad to. 
I am reading from section 9 (c) of the Reclamation Project Act of 
1939: 


Any sale of electric power or lease of power privileges, made by the Secretary 
in connection with the operation of any project or division of a project, shall 
be for such periods, not to exceed forty years, and at such rates as in his judg- 
ment will produce power revenues at least sufficient to cover an appropriate share 
of the annual operation and maintenance cost, interest on an appropriate share 
of the construction investment at not less than 8 per centum per annum, and 
such other fixed charges as the Secretary deems proper: Provided further, That 
in said sales or leases preference shall be given to municipalities and other public 
corporations or agencies; and also to cooperatives and other nonprofit organi- 
zations financed in whole or in part by loans made pursuant to the Rural BPlectri- 
fication Act of 1936 and any amendments thereof. Nothing in the subsection shall 
apply to provisions in existing contracts, made pursuant to law, for the use of 
power and miscellaneous revenues of a project for the benefit of users of water 
from such project. The provisions of this subsection respecting the terms of 
sales of electric power and leases of power privileges shall be in addition and 
alternative to any authority in existing laws relating to particular projects. No 
contract relating to municipal water supply or miscellaneous purposes or to 
electric power or power privileges shall be made unless, in the judgment of the 
Secretary, it will not impair the efficiency of the project for irrigation purposes. 


Senator Cass. Mr. Chairman, the section 5 sentence reads: 


preference in the sale of such power energy shall be given to public bodies and 
cooperatives. 

Mr. Wernserc. Oh, Senator Case, excuse me. If you were asking 
about the particular sentence, yes; there is an almost identical provi- 
sion in the reclamation law. 

Senator Casz. Yes; although the reclamation law, I think, is a little 
more'specific. 

Mr. elt Yes; it refers to co-ops. 

Senator Cass. And perhaps more comprehensive. 

Mr. Wernserc. Yes. I am sorry. I misunderstood your question, 
Senator. 

Senator Cass. I just wanted to make the record clear here. 

Mr. Wernsera. Yes, there is that preference provision in reclama- 
tion law. 

Senator Case. There is that preference in reclamation law. And it 
is your contention that the preference provision which would apply 
to the projects developed under the Missouri River program is that 
section which you have read rather than this sentence in section 5 
of the 1944 act! 

Mr. Wernzerc. That has been the Department’s position. 

Senator Anperson. This does not say anything about having to re- 
cover the funds that the irrigators have paid, does it? 

Mr. Wetnzera. This is found in section 9 (a), which must be read 
together with 9 (c), and reclamation law has from the beginning been 
such as to require that all costs, except those made specifically non- 
reimbursable such as flood control and navigation, must be returned, 
or the project cannot be constructed. And it is on that basis, Senator 
Anderson, that the Department premised its whole report on the 
Missouri River Basin. It is on that basis that the Department is pro- 
ceeding with the expenditure of millions of dollars annually in the 
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construction of facilities in the Missouri River Basin today. It is on 
the basis that all of the irrigation costs will be returned in part by the 
rape aans from water users, and in part by the power revenues, unless 
the Congress wishes to approve a direct nonreimbursable for the irri- 
ation. 

In the absence of that, the only basis upon which the Department 
can undertake an irrigation development is on the basis of full return 
of all of the irrigation costs through repayments by the water users 
and the balance 5 power or municipal water revenues. 

Senator Anperson. I was trying to find the legal basis for a state- 
ment I have already read a couple of times. And again the witness 
went on to say “I have seen references and particular wording which 
to me sometimes infer that it is only power costs.” 

Where do you develop the theory? You say that reclamation costs 
have to be repaid. Supposing there are no reclamation projects that 
are approved. When you have approved the plan, you have approved 
the $400 million that was going to be repaid for reclamation. Now you 
have it up to $214 billion or $214 billion. Suppose you made it $10 
billion, by looking at the possibility of running tunnels up against the 
Rockies and irrigating everything east of the Rockies from that 
Missouri River water, and it got up to $10 billion. Do the power 
rates to the users in Iowa, the Dakotas, Montana, have to be hiked 
up to 15 mills or some other figure to take care of this? How do you 
draw the line? 

Mr. Wernserc. Let me put it this way, Senator. In the plans that 
were approved in 1944—and then there were additional authoriza- 
tions in the 1946 Flood Control Act as well as in the 1950 Flood Con- 
trol Act, going to the irrigation developments to be undertaken— 
certain irrigation units were authorized. 

Senator Anperson. Were they? Where? 

Mr. Wernserc. Pardon. 

. They are set forth in Senate Document 191. There was a limit on 
appropriations, Senator, of $200 million, to get started. That was 
later raised, in the 1946 act, I think, by another $200 million, or $150 
million, and in the 1950 act there was a further increase in the amount 
authorized to be appropriated, and it went to the entire plan and not 
merely to the initial stages. 
. Senator Cass. And in the omnibus flood-control bill which passed 
the Senate this session, an additional $200 million for each side, $200 
million for the engineers and $200 million for the Bureau; that is, to 
prosecute the works as authorized back here. 

Senator Anperson. Where are the irrigation projects? 

Senator Cass. They are scattered somewhat. In the basic author- 
ization, or in the basic plan, the projects were put into three classes, 
as I recall, the irrigation projects were. There was a class A, B, and 
C. “A” were those ready for construction ? 

Mr. Wetnserc. Yes, Senator Case. I think in the 1946 or 1950 
act, they removed the limitation that restricted appropriations to the 
initial phase, so that now the appropriations are available to any 
unit in any of the three stages. But as Mr. Bradley pointed out, 
before funds are actually requested, there is another review from the 
standpoint of whether the project is still feasible under the cireum- 
stances that then prevail. 








326 MISSOURI BASIN WATER PROBLEMS 





Senator Casr. Currently, for example, the largest of the irrigation 
Se that we know about, South Dakota, was that for the James 
iver unit of the Oahe project, which at one time was envisioned 
for 750,000 acres and now has been shifted considerably to the north- 
east. And whether, if developed, it would be 750,000 acres or some- 
thing less, nobody knows today. 

Mr. Wernserc. That iscorrect. It is being reviewed. 

Senator Case. So that you have a ghost irrigation project, so to 
speak, or an anticipated project, which has not been really born yet, 
but the possible costs of which you take into consideration in deter- 
mining the amount of charges for power. 

Senator Anperson. Will you answer this for me, here. 

Do you understand the language in 9 (c) that says: 

Subject to the basinwide findings and recommendations regarding the benefits, 
the allocations of costs, and the repayments by water users, made in said House 
and Senate documents, the reclamation and power developments to be undertaken 


by the Secretary of the Interior ‘under said plans shall be governed by the Federal 
Reclamation laws, except— 


do you regard that as approval of all this long list of irrigation 


projects by the Congress? 

Mr. Wernserc. Yes; as amplified, Senator Anderson, in 1946 and 
1950. 

Senator Anperson. Three million and a third acres were approved 
just in blank. : 

Senator Case. Initially, however, in those three stages, those that 
were ready for construction; those that were under planning, and those 
that were under investigation. But subsequently—— 

Senator Anverson. They do not have to come back to the Congress 
with any plans or specifications or anything. 

Mr. Wiswinie. So long as they are the same essential development 
as that envisioned in the authorization, that is correct, Senator. 

Senator Anperson. The authorization. Well, the authorization 
started out to be $400 million and went to $214 billion. You mean 
you have authority to spend $214 billion ? 

Mr. Wernserc. I was speaking to the physical features. As to 
how much we have authority to spend, there is an overall limit on 
the total amount authorized to be appropriated, which is now $550 
million, and another $200 million is being carried in the penne 
flood-control bill, which will bring the amount authorized to be spent 
on the prosecution of the total plan by the Bureau of Reclamation to 
some $700 million. 

Senator Anperson. How much of that has been spent? 

Mr. Wernzerc. I would have to defer to Mr. Bradley on that. 

Mr. Brapiey. Mr. Chairman, approximately $450 million to $475 
million. 

(Nore.—The Bureau of Reclamation accounts show accrued ex- 
penditures of $456,847,371 as of March 31, 1957.) 

Senator Anprerson. On irrigation work ? 

Mr. Bravery. On works of a multiple purpose character including 
irrigaiton undertaken by the Secretary of Interior through the Bureau 
of Reclamation. 
Mr. Lineweaver. That includes transmission lines. 

Mr. Braprey. That includes transmission lines; yes, sir. 
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Senator Casg, Mr. Chairman, when we were considering the omni- 
bus flood control bill in public works this year, there was a paragraph in 
there which called for adding $200 million to the prior authorizations 
for the Department of Interior. We had no table or anything to indi- 
cate to what that $200 million worth of authorizations would be ap- 
plied. I asked for such a table. We had a considerable hearing on 
that one day, and you will find in the back part of the hearings on the 
omnibus bill a revised table which indicates where they expected to 
apply funds that might be appropriated under that additional $200 
million authorization. It lists projects which had been completed— 
I think projects which were under construction and projects which 
were being surveyed. Or at least they had a lump-sum item for the 
survey. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Mr. Chairman, I think with respect to further 
clarification on your question I should add: Where there is a departure 
from the description in Senate Document 191, it has been found 
‘necessary to come back to the Congress for a reauthorization, or au- 

thorization, as in the case of Farwell and Ainsworth in Nebraska, and 

Glendo. 

Senator Anperson. Yes. I can understand; as to those we have 
approved. 

Senator Casr. Those represented a substantial modification of the 
pietennyistoned for them in the Sloan report on which you have your 

and, 

Senator Anperson. I am just a little surprised that 3 or 4 million 
acres has been approved without putting in a few of the riders put on 
the others—that you cannot grow crops for 10 years, and soon: You 
had better start watching these. Is there any regulation on it! 

Mr. Lineweaver. No, no regulation, except feasibility according to 
accepted standards. 

Senator Anperson. Why did we put that on all of the other 
reclamation laws? 

Mr. LineweAver. We have just started that in the last few years. 

Senator Casr. Any limitations in effect as of December 22, 1944 
would be applicable under this paragraph (c), because they would be 
actually amendatory of the 1902 act, or supplementary thereto. 

' Senator Anperson. Go ahead. 

Mr. Wernzerc. In the report of the Board of Review to the Com- 
missioner on the Interior Department portion of the Missouri Basin 

lan, I would like to refer to paragraph 7, which appears at page 11 of 

en Document 191. There, the Board of Review, which was an 
agency within the Bureau of Reclamation set up to review the plan 
as developed by Mr. Sloan, stated : 

' The agency with primary interest in the dominant function of any feature 
proposed in the plan should construct and operate that feature, giving full 
recognition in the design, construction, and operation, to the needs of other agen- 
cies with minor interests.. All reservoirs where flood control and navigation are 
dominant should be operated by the Corps of Engineers, and where the flood con- 
trol and navigation functions are minor, the reservoir should be operated in ac- 
cordance with regulations of the Corps so far as flood control and navigation are 
concerned. All irrigation features should be operated by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion or its agents. All reservoirs in which irrigation, restoration of surface or 


ground water, or power, is dominant, should be operated by the Bureau of Recla- 
mation. Where these functions are minor the reservoirs should be operated 
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under regulations of the Bureau of Reclamation insofar as such functions are 
concerned. * * * The Bureau of Reclamation should construct and operate all 
power-transmission facilities and should have the responsibility for the dis- 
posal of the power generated. , : 

I would like further to read paragraph 9 of the report of the Board 
of Review, which appears at page 11 of Senate Document 191: 

The average unit costs of power and energy for the power developments de- 
scribed in the report— 
and that includes the Army developments as well as those to be con- 
structed by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Senator Casr. Now, why do you say that ? 

Mr: Wernzerc. Because that was part and parcel of the whole plan. 
It is demonstrated by tabulations, to which I will come, Senator. 

Senator Casr. And you are reading now from the Senate document, 
which was the Bureau of Reclamation report. 

Mr. Wernserc. Yes. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. What page is that from? 

Mr. Wetnserc. Page 11, Senator Anderson, bottom of the page, 
paragraph 9, 

Senator Casr. Can a one-sided statement in the Bureau of Recla- 
mation report, which is the Senate document, be binding upon the 
Army engineer structures ? 

Mr. Wookie, The Congress approved both plans. The Army 
report did not deal with these matters, Senator. The Department of 
the Interior report dealt with them in this fashion. It is this that 
makes the construction of the irrigation developments possible, while 
meeting requirements of the reclamation law, in the absence of a pro- 
vision for direct subsidy by nonreimbursable appropriations. 

That, we contend, is at the heart of the Interior Department report 
and plan. 

aneier Case. Did the Pick report, as embraced in House Docu- 
ment 475, make no provision for the allocation of charges or the deter- 
mination of rates? 

Mr. Wernserc. Not substantially, Senator. 

If I may complete the reading of paragraph 9: 

The average unit costs of power and energy for the power developments 
described in the report will be such as to accomplish a repayment of the con- 
struction costs of power development within a reasonable period of years and, 
in addition, will permit substantial contributions from power revenues to assist 
in the repayment of other project features as well as providing low-cost power 
for irrigation pumping purposes. 

Senator Anperson. You do not go straight through the one report, 
do you? You have to take one report and go back. 

Mr. Wernserc. All together, these memorandums accumulatively 
comprise the Department report, which is Senate Document 191. 

I would like to read recommendation (c), at page 16, of Senate 
Document 191: 


That the Bureau of Reclamation under the direction of the Secretary of the 
Interior make all arrangements for the sale and distribution of electric energy 
generated at all hydroelectric developments hereafter constructed by any Fed- 
eral agency within the basin as defined in the report, and be authorized to 
construct, operate, maintain, and improve such electric transmission lines and 
substations as it finds necessary or desirable in connection therewith. 
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I would like to refer to the statements contained on page 17 of 
Senate Document 191, and particularly the paragraph beginning at 
the bottom of page 17, which, after discussing both the Bureau and 
the corps plans, said: 

This basinwide plan provides for a number of reservoirs on the upper reaches 
of the Missouri River and its tributaries, for the purpose of storing water, and 
releasing it during periods of low flow. Such reservoirs will contribute to flood 
control not only on the lower river but at all points from the mouth of the 
river to the reservoir sites; they will aid navigation on the lower river by 
reducing flood damage to navigation works and by increasing the dry-season 
flow ; they will enlarge the supply of water for irrigation; and they will make 
practicable the generation of electric energy at many places. 

Senator Anperson. That does not have much to say about the 
market, does it? ; 

Mr. Wernserc. All of these things treat of the entire development, 
the ant projects as well as the Interior projects, as parts of an 
overall plan. 

Senator Anperson. I thought 191 was part of the Army plan. I 
thought 191 was different.’ I thought it was 247 that was the consoli- 
dated plan. 

Mr. Wernzerc. Yes. I was referring to Senate Document 191. 

Senator Anperson. You read from the bottom of page 17, did you 
not? 

Mr, Weinverc. Yes, from the bottom of page 17. 

Senator ANpERson. That does not tie in the Army Pe does it? 

Mr. Wernpera. Yes. They were speaking there of all of the devel- 
opments in the basin. 

Let me read from the preceding paragraph on page 17: 


Incorporates the Corps of Engineers’ proposed plans for flood control. 


and at other places in the plan similar indications are given. The 
reasoning was that the corps should construct these developments that 
are primarily for navigation and flood control, but that the whole 
deve oe the entire complex of the projects, be considered as one 
overall plan. 

Senator Anperson. Why did they need 247, then? 

Mr. Wernserc. Because there was a disagreement between the two 
departments as to some of the physical features. For example, there 
was a disagreement concerning the role of Garrison. 

Senator Anperson. How do you take this and tie it into the Army 
for a grant, when this was competitive with the Army program ? 

Mr, Wernzerc. This was cited, Senator, to the point that whatever 
the agreement was upon physical features, when agreement was 
achieved the entire program was to be operated in terms of an overall 
comprehensive development. 

Senator Anverson. I merely point out that you are quoting from 
what might be termed a competitive document, in order to tie it into 
the document that it was competing with, and say “Therefore we 
should use what is in the document it is competing with.” That makes 
it a little hard.to follow. : 

Mr. Wertnserc. No. In terms of the plans for the sale of power 
and the payout of irrigation costs, it is the Department’s position, that 
these were embraced in the authorization in 9 (c) when it referred 
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to the plans to be undertaken by the Department of the Interior, in 
accordance with the basinwide Ui eee and benefits. 

Senator AnpErson. Just so I get this straight in my own mind again, 
it was your contention that this language from the Flood Control Act 
of 1944 authorized $4 or $5 billion worth of work on the Missouri 
River Basin. 

Mr. Weinzere. Well, the initial appropriation was limited to $200 
million. cca 

Senator Anvrrson. We both recognize that there would have to be 
an authorization and an appropriation. That was not the question, 
was it? The question was: Is it your assertion that this section of 
the Flood Control Act authorized $5 billion worth of work on the 
Missouri River Basin ? 

Mr. Werneerc. Yes, with this limitation, Senator. The original 
recommendation for construction, for the actual initiation of construc- 
tion, related to what was described. as the “initial stages.” In 1946, 
the reference to the “initial stages” was eliminated. 

Senator Anperson. No. I am trying to get here in this pamphlet, 


in 247 and 191, and so forth—there are a whole list of things that . 


might be done across the whole geography of the United States. And 
by setting up some method by which they could coordinate them, is it 
Co contention that the Congress authorized $5,345 million worth of 
Work ¢ : 

Mr. Wernzerc. The Congress approved theentire plans. It author- 
ized at that time the construction of the initial stages in accordance 
with the recommendations. In 1946, the limitation to the initial stage 
was removed. 

Senator Anprrson. In 1946 it was removed by what? By a rider 
on the appropriation bill ? 

Mr. Wetnsere. No, by a provision in either the Flood Control Act 
or the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1946. 

‘Senator Anperson. And did that then authorize $5,345 million 
worth of projects ? 

Mr. Werneerc. It removed the restriction on authorization and left 
the entire control in terms of a limitation on the amount to be 
appropriated. 

enator ANprrson. Did it authorize $5,345 million ? 

Mr. Werneerc. In that sense I would have to say “Yes.” 

Senator Anverson. I do not think the Congress realized it at the 
time. ; 

Senator Case. I think you would have to say that it was an open-end 
authorization subject to the limitation of the dollar amounts from 
time to time authorized. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Subject to the allocations from specific appro- 
priations for the Missouri River Basin project. 

Senator Caspr. In the basic act those last two subparagraphs have a 
hundred million dollars respectively for the separate agencies, and that 
uses the phrase “for the a accomplishment,” and each succeeding 
authorization has “for the partial accomplishment of” and so forth. 


Mr, Laneweaver. Mr. Weinberg, where do you find, in the Flood 
Control Act, the authorization for the initial phases? 

Mr, Wernsere. In the 1944 act. 

Mr. Lineweaver. It goes back to Senate Document 191: 
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Mr, Weinperc. Yes, paragraph 23, and the recommendations ‘im- 
mediately following that paragraph at pages 15 and 16 of Senate 
Document 191. . 
_ Senator Anperson. I am interested, because we spent years and 
fought, bled, and died, because everybody thought we had to spell out 
everything that went into the Colorado River legislation, and it was 
going to cost a billion dollars, and here you say that by a little simple 
language and a few innocent words we authorized $5,345 million worth 

of projects. ~ 

1 wonder if the Congress knew it, and if so what the Congress is 
going to do about it. 

Mr. Lineweaver. I may state this, Mr. Chairman: At each subse- 
quent appropriation hearing for years, the Bureau of Reclamation has 
laid out the estimated incieased costs each year, and kept the Congress 
informed, through the Appropriations Committees, of the increased 
cost from time to time, which jumped from a billion and so up to now 
more than $5 billion, 

Senator ANperson. My interest in it is not to try to stop the build- 
ing of these dams or reservoirs along the river in the slightest. But 
I can hardly believe that the Congress has authorized each and every 
one of these reclamation projects without a look at a single one of 
them, without any feasibility reports at any time by anybody, and 
that thereby, not having done it, they are authorized just the same as 
every irrigation project in the United States is authorized, and there- 
fore the power rates must be built up to include $214 billion worth 
of these projects that you look forward to hopefully, but not a one of 
which has ever been before the Congress for approval. 

I do not believe the Congress thought that in writing that language 
it was giving you a blank check to go ahead with a project where the 
costs are $1,300 an acre. And if you have heard anything about what 
some of the people from some of the dry-farming States, such as 
Illinois, said about bananas on Pike’s Peak at $1,200 an acre, how 
much are they on Horny Peak at $1,300 an acre? I just do not be- 
lieve they went quite that far. 

Mr. Wernzerc. I think Senator Case put it quite accurately, Sena- 
tor, when he said that what we have here is an open-end authorization. 
It is subject to control in the appropriation process. The Secretary 
and the Commissioner come before the Appropriations Committees 
each year, and they justify their requests. They make continuing eco- 
nomic analyses of these matters. And in that fashion the Congress 
exercises its control: 

Senator Anperson. Have they approved the irrigation projects 
themselves, the construction of the ditches and laterals, for any of 
these irrigation projects under this? 

Mr. Wernserc. When you say “they” —— 

Senator ANperson. The Congress. 

Mr. Werner. Yes. 

Senator ANpgerson.’ When ? 

Mr. Wernzerc. By its action in 1944, 1946, and 1950. 

Senator Anperson. What were in the initial stages that were 
recommended ? ; 

Mr. Wernserc. Paragraph 23, page 15, of Senate Document 191. 
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Senator Anprrson. Why, you cannot just take that one. You have 
got to take allofthem. All the initial stages. 

Mr. Wernzerc. Those are the initial stages. 

Senator Case. That is described as the initial stage; the recom- 
mendation for the initial stage. 

Senator Anperson. In Senate Document 191 slonst ¢ 

Senator Case. In 191 alone. 

Senator Anperson. But you have two other documents that you 
are citing here. He does not confine it to 191. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, General Reybold, in his report trans- 
mitting the report of the Army engineers, which letter I suppose is 
technically the thing that was approved in the authorization for the 
Corps of Engineers, said, at paragraph 14: 

This comprehensive plan should be approved now, and at least the first phase 
of development to be authorized in the same manner as existing law for large 
river basins. Approval at this time will permit details to be worked out 
through cooperation with all other agencies concerned and will enable working 
plans to be prepared, so that construction can be initiated expeditiously and 
prosecuted with efficiency and dispatch throughout the postwar period. 

I think that it was inherent in the plan that several main-stem res- 
ervoirs were to be authorized at one time in order that there could be a 
coordinated plan of operation. 

Senator Anprerson. No.question about it at all. 

I am talking about irrigation projects. It is the irrigation projects 
that are involved in this power rate. 

Mr. Wernzerc. Those are the ones that are set forth in 191, Senator. 
The Army plan did not embrace them. 

Senator Case. I do not want to interrupt here, but there is a little 
different aspect. In General Reybold’s letter also, at paragraph 11, 
he said: 


The Department— 
meaning the War Department then— 


recognizes waterfiow retardation, soil-erosion prevention, and production of hy- 
droelectric power, as important parts of the Missouri Basin program. The 
generation of power in multipurpose projects now authorized for flood control 
and in those proposed in the expanded plan of development is a definite part of 
the recommended program. Plans for the production, transmission, and sale of 
hydroelectric power should be worked out with the cooperation of the Federal 
Power Commission. Installation of power facilities so as to meet the economic 
needs of the Missouri Basin should be approved from time to time by the Secre- 
tary of War upon recommendations by the Federal Power Commission and the 
Chief of Engineers. 

Senator Anperson. I am not questioning these dams at all. 

Senator Casr. I wanted to ask the question whether or not there 
is coordination now with the Federal Power Commission in the plan- 
ning of the production, transmission, and the sale of hydroelectric 
power. 

Mr. Wernzere. I will have to defer to the technical people on that, 
Senator. 

Mr. Braptey. There is in the sense that through the interagency 
committee the Federal Power Commission participates with the corps 
and the Bureau in power-marketing studies, demands, loads, and 


so forth. 
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Senator Casr. What about in the sale? Is there a coordination on 
the determination of rates? : 

Mr. Braptey. There is not, sir. 

Senator Casz. Then the Bureau of Reclamation is the final answer 
under the theory of operation that you have had. The Bureau of Rec- 
lamation is the final answer as to the determination of power rates? 

Mr. Braptry. The Secretary of the Interior, to be technical, yes. 
The operating agency is the Bureau, of course. 

Mr. Weinberg. I would like to refer to page 23 of the Senate Docu- 
ment 191. The last paragraph on that page reads as follows: 

Complementing irrigation development, the construction of 17 powerplants is 
proposed with an aggregate installed capacity of 758,500 kilowatts. These plants 
will Ae capable of generating 3,809,200,000 kilowatt-hours of firm energy an- 
nually. 

Then follows a tabulation of the powerplants, including the power 
developments to be undertaken by the Corps of Engineers at the main- 
stem dam, which list of main-stem dams was, of course, revised in the 
coordinating document, Senate Document 247. 

Senator Anpgrson. I will bet we will get some riders on appropria- 
tion bills from here on out. 

Mr. Wetnzera. I would like also to refer to the last 2 paragraphs 
on page 25 of Senate Document 191, which deals with the repayments 
that might be expected from the irrigators under reclamation law and 
the revenues from power, including the fact that power revenues 
would provide a substantial surplus applicable to other project costs 
in addition to returning the power costs with interest. 

Senator Casz. May I say that the chairman is apparently worry- 
ing about that $1,300 an acre. The farmers in the valley, however, are 
worrying about them, too. 

Senator Anperson. No; I am honestly worried about steadily piling 
up behind every kilowatt of energy that is sold from any of these dams 
the possibility that at some subsequent date you are going to be faced 
with $5 billion worth, and that is what these irrigation projects will 
probably go into—$5 billion worth of irrigation charges if you never 
build one of them. 

Senator Casz. If you never build one. That is the question I have 
been trying to bring up here, that you may be making the power users 
pay for some ghost projects which will never even be born. 

enator Anperson. That is why I think this power question ought 
to be related to the likelihood of completing part of it. 

Go ahead. 

Senator Cass. There is just that one point, though. I am not sure 
whether you were here when I brought that out. I think perhaps Mr. 
Bradley ought to make that clear at this time. That is that the allo- 
cation to power has a definite period of years for payout before the 
power user returns are theoretically paying off the irrigation. 

Mr. Braptry. Yes. Shall I restate that, Senator? Is that your 
purpose ? 

Senator Anperson. Just read it from the law. 

Mr. Bravery. I was deferring to the lawyers as to the law. 

Senator Casz. The lawyer has already said that the power costs have 
to be within what period of years? Forty years? 
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Mr. Wetzerc. No, the maximum length of contract is 40 years, 


Senator. There is no stipulation within the law of a period within ~ 


which the power costs to be met froma power revenues are to be re- 
turned. , 

Senator Cas, What term is the 5 mills predicated on? 

Mr. Braptzy. The 514 mills and the other associated rates for the, 
other classes of power are sufficient to pay out the allocation to power, 
which is paid out before any funds are applied from the power revy- 
enues in aid of anything other than power—it pays out in about 43 
years after the time when all power is in. And all power is assumed 
to be in by the period starting, I believe, approximately 1970. The 
units come in from time to time. As each one comes in, it is picked up 
for repayment purposes. Power only is paid out from power revenues 
initially. The total power system is noel out at a point 43 years after 
the last power plant joins the system. Then the irrigation subsidy 
starts. ‘ 

Senator Anprerson. You have here “any sale of electric power or 
lease of power privileges made by the Secretary in connection with 
the operation of any project or division of project shall be for such 
period not to exceed 40 years.” You do not mean 43, do you? 

Mr. Brapixry. Senator, if I may answer your question, it is my 
understanding, and I will have to yield back to the lawyers, that that 
term of 40 years relates to a contract and not to a repayment period. 

Mr. Wernperc. That is correct. That 40 years expression in the law 
does not relate to the length of the period over which the costs are to 
be returned from the sale of power. It refers to the maximum length 
of power sales contracts. 

eaatoe Anperson. The costs do not have to be returned in 40 or 50 
or 69? 

Mr. Wernserec. As a matter of policy, 50 years has been selected. 

Senator Anperson. No, as a matter of law. 

Mr. Wetnserc. As a matter of law, the limitation on the period is 
that which is dictated by the application of.sound administrative 
judgment. 

_ Senator Anverson. One hundred years, if you want? 
Mr. Wernsere. In some circumstances if that were sound policy. 
Senator Anperson. I am not talking about the judgment factor. As 

a matter of law, can you make it for 100 years? 

Mr. Werneserc. Senator, the law requires the aennan of a judg- 
ment factor. You will not:find in the reclamation law or in the Flood 
Control Act, or in section 5 either, for that matter, a statement of any 
period of years. 

Senator ANperson. What is this 40-year business ? 

Mr. Wernzerc. That is the length of contract. 

Senator Case. In other words, if the judgment of the Secretary was 
that 50 years, being the length of time used for payout on the irriga- 
tion project, were equally a desirable pee of time, it would be pos- 
sible to take the power allocations and base them on a 50-year payout 
rather than a 43-year payout? 

Mr. Wetnsere. Yes. 

Senator ANnperson. Or a 60-year payout ? 

Mr. Wetnzere, If that ane itself as sound administrative 
judgment. 
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Senator Anprrson. Ora 90-year payout? 

Mr. Wernzerc. Well, Senator, obviously, you reach a point where 
the thing becomes unreasonable. 

Senator Case. The useful life of the facility is a test. 

Mr. Wetnzerc. That is orie test. Another test would be what action 
“Congress might take in all circumstances. 

Senator Cass. Clearly, Mr. Chairman, this is an area in which 
congressional action would be appropriate if the committees wanted 
to do something. What is the payout period now on irrigation proj- 
ects? Fifty years? 

Mr. Wernserc. You mean by the water users? ° 

Mr. FisHer. General reclamation law provides for 40 years, plus a 
10-year development period. 

enator Casr. Plus a 10-year development period. In effect, 50 
ears. 
r Mr. Fisuer. Fifty years. There are individual projects which have 
been authorized for lieee ayout periods. 

Senator Cass. Is the life of an irrigation project greater than the 
life of a hydroelectric development ? 

Mr. Fisuer. I doubt that I could answer that. I would feel quite 
certain that there are certain features of an irrigation project, such 
as flumes, siphons, and that sort of thing, that would not be. As to 
the main reservoirs, I would assume that it would be the same. 

Senator Case. Then it certainly would be particularly out of line if 
the Secretary wanted to say, “Since we allow a 10-year development: 
ee and a 40-year payout ape for an irrigation project, we will 

ase this on a 50-year payout for power.” It would certainly be within 
the law. 

Mr. Fisuer. Oh, yes. 

Senator Anprrson. You say this is a contract, where this 40 years 
comes in. 

Mr. Fisuer. Yes. 

Senator AnpErson. How do you differentiate? The law says you 
shall make it so that it does not exceed 40 years. You say that is a con- 
tract. But the law says payout in 40 years, does it not? 

Mr. Wetnpere. No. 

Senator AnpErson. What does it say— 
any sale.of electric power or lease of power made by the Secretary with the op- 
eration of any project * * * shall be for such periods not to exceed 40 years. 

Mr. Wetnzerc. You get to the repayment at such rates as in his 
judgment will produce the annual maintenance cost, interest, and such 
other fixed charges as the Secretary deems proper. 

Mr. Linewraver. But no repayment period of 40 or 50 years is 
fixed by reclamation. 

Mr. ‘Wernzerc. Not generally. There are individual projects, as 
you know, when the law specifies the payout period. 

Senator AnpErson. The upper Colorado River project. 

Mr. Wernserc. And Boulder Canyon is another one, 

Senator AnpErson. Because the Bureau of the Budget recommended 
it. But they did not want to spend $800 million on the Colorado River 
merge project without limitation, but they are perfectly willing to 
spend this money here without it. 

Mr. Wernsera. I am going to have to defer on that. 
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Senator Anverson. The actual effect of the laws now existent is 
that in the upper Colorado River storage project the power revenues 
must be such as to payout in 40 years, but in the Missouri River Valley 
project they can pay out in 200 years if need be. =n 

Mr. Wernzerc. Well, it is subject to the qualification of reasonable- 
ness, Senator. Now, people ait differ as to what, is reasonable. 

Senator ANDERSON. ere is the reasonableness in this? 

ra Wineserc. This is just inherent in the job that anyone has 
to do. 

Senator Anperson. That may be 25 years. I do not understand 
the “inherent” business. There either is a legal limitation on it, or 
there is not. ; ' 

Mr. Weinzerc. It is committed tothe judgment of the Secretary. 
If the Secretary exercises that judgment in a way in which the Con- 
gress disagrees, then the Congress can exercise appropriate controls 
over him. 

Senator Anperson. So that if there is to be any limit on how long 
any of these. projects shall pay out, 40, 50, 60, or 75 years, it would 
have to be written in by the Congress specifically now. 

Mr. Wernserc. If there is to be a definite statutory limit, yes, Sen- 
ator, that is correct. 

Senator Anperson. Is that true also, then, of this question of rates. 
being sufficient to repay it in 50 years at 3 percent interest? 

Mr. Wernzera. May I ask to what you are referring ? 

Senator Anperson. This testimony that we have: “The power in- 
vestments from those costs allocated to power with 3 percent interest 
will be repaid in 50 years.” 

— Wernzerc. At the bottom of page 3? Yes, that is a matter of 
policy. 

Senator Anperson. What about the 3 percent? 

Mr. Wernserc. That is specified in the act. 

Senator Anperson. Well, in the 1939 act it speaks about the sale at 
3 percent. 

Mr. Werneerc. If each sale has to bear 3 percent, when you put 
them all together it amounts to 3 percent. In that sense, if each and 
every contract must return 3 percent, then they all together must re- 
turn 3 percent. ‘ 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me whatever the law be 
as far as specific requirements are concerned, if the Department accepts 
section 9 as giving them the authority for the projects, and giving 
them the guidance as to the policies to be followed, the language in . 
paragraph (c), which says: 

Subject to the basinwide findings and recommendations regarding the benefits, 
the allocations of costs and the repayments by water users, made in said House 
and Senate documents, the reclamation and power developments to be undertaken 
by the Secretary— 


and so forth— 


shall be governed by the Federal reclamation laws, and acts amendatory thereof 
or supplementary thereto— 

at least, the Federal reclamation laws would be advisable as to the 
principles they should follow in the repayments. 
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Senator Anperson. I would also point out that it says— 


rates as in his judgment will produce power revenues at least sufficient to cover 
an approximate share of the annual operation and maintenance cost— 

and an appropriate share could be 10 percent, 20 percent, 50 percent, 
or 100 percent ; 


interest on an appropriate share of the investment— 


which could be 10, 20, 80, 50, 70 percent, or any other figure. It does 
not say 3 percent of the cost “of an appropriate share”; whatever the 
Secretary thinks is appropriate. 

Mr. Werneerc. Within the limitation that he has to accomplish 
: Ppa 

enator AnpEerson. Where is that? 

Mr. Werneerc. That is inherent. Well, that is found in section 
9 (a), Senator. 

Senator Anperson. That he has to accomplish payout? 

Mr. Wernzerc. Yes. All of the costs and all of the repayments 
must be equal, save for the allocations to nonreimbursable purposes 
like flood control, navigation, and fish and wildlife, which was added 
by an amendment to the law in 1946, unless the Congress determines 
otherwise in connection with any individual project authorization. 

Senator ANperson. You think they would have said that rather than 
“appropriate share.” 

Mr. Wernserc. This was a general statute intending to cover all 
reclamation projects. It is written in general terms. 

Senator ANperson. Do you have any more of your statement ? 

Mr. Werneerc. Yes. There are other provisions in Senate Docu- 
ment 191 to which attention might be called along the same general 
line of 1 oyerall development consisting of 2 coordinated comprehen- 
sive plans, with the power developments to be undertaken by the De- 
partment of the Interior spoken of in section 9 {c) of the 1944 Flood 
Control Act, including the marketing of power from the Army reser- 
voirs and the application against irrigation costs, as well as the con- 
struction by the Bureau of Reclamation of powerplants. 

But the hour grows late, and this grows tedious; so I will not cite 
any more. 

I would like to turn now to the implenientation by the Department 
- of the provisions of the 1944 Flood Control Act in terms of its actual 
practice. 

The first overall Missouri Basin power rates were approved by the 
Secretary of the Interior, on March 24, 1950, on recommendation of the 
then Commissioner, Michael W. Straus, who is seated in the room. 

ae Anperson. I am sure a very wise decision was reached. Go 
ahead. 

Mr. Wetnserc. Those rates were premised on the principles to which 
I have referred ; that is, they were developed under reclamation law. 
They applied to the sale of power from the Army reservoirs as well 
as from those constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation. And on that 
basis, with the approval of those rates, the Department undertook the 
negotiation and the making of power contracts. 

Senator Anperson. Would you check that decision to see whether 
the then Solicitor of the Department approved the theory on which 
this was done? 
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Mr. Wernperc. He did not. 

Senator Anperson. And was it not somewhat unusual that against 
the approval of the Solicitor of the Department they went ahead and 
established a rate that was higher than he thought was necessary ? 

Mr. Wernnere. It is unusual. But the law commits the matter to 
the Secretary, and this is the position that the Secretary took. 

Mr. Lineweraver. Mr. White did not withhold his approval on the 

ground that the rate was higher than he thought was necessary. 

Senator Casz. On what basis did he withhold the opinion? 

Mr. Lineweaver. I am not advised. I never could Rnd out why. 

Senator Anperson. He felt it was not in accordance with the law. 
That is what he thought. He thought the sections you have been talk- . 
ing about had some applicability. 

enator Case. That section 5 had some applicability. 

Senator Anperson. Correct. 

Mr. Linewraver. But it was not because the rates were not high 
enough. It was because the general impression was that if the Federal 
Power Commission fixed them they would be higher. 

Senator Anperson. My question was: Were they too high? If 
they were just trying to cover the terms of power investment, the 
rate might have been lower. The rate was fixed high enough to 
provide a rate sufficient for irrigation purposes, and he questioned 
whether that was sufficient under the approval of the law. 

Mr. Wertnperc. He concluded that in its enactment of section 9 
the Congress had not acted with sufficient clarity, and that therefore, 
in Mr. White’s judgment, the power revenues from the Army power 
developments could not be applied against any irrigation costs for 
= project in the Missouri River Basin. 

Secretary Chapman did not agree with that position. 

Senator Case. Did Mr. White state that position in writing at 
any time? 

Mr. We1nperc. There are memorandums in the Department. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I think we ought to ask for a copy 
of that memorandum. 

Senator Anperson. I would be very happy to do so, and it will be 
put in the record. 

(See p. 389.) 

Mr. Laneweaver. You will want the copy of the Secretary’s order 
finally in the record, too? 

Senator Anperson. Yes. 

- Mr. Wernserca. I would like to offer this and the rate study attached . 
for the record, if I may. 

Senator Anprrson. I would like to ask the staff to go through 
this. I am a little touchy on what we have put in the record in print. 
I would like not to print any more than is necessary. But I would like 
also to make sure that the representatives of the office do not. feel 
that we just put in a one-sided viewpoint of it. So if you will clear 
with him before you actually decide- ; 

Mr. Linewraver. I do not think it is actually necessary to put the 
rate study in there. 

Senator Anprrson. No. I do not, either. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, the Commissioner’s letter of March 
10, 1950, is just a little over two pages. I think that letter should 
go in, but not the report of the study. 
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Senator Anpberson. That is the Commissioner’s letter. But is that 
the Solicitor’s letter ? 

Mr. Wernzerc. No. That is the Commissioner’s recommendation 
and the Secretary’s approval. 


Senator Casr. And I have previously asked for the Solicitor’s 
memorandum. 


Senator Anprrson. Let the Solicitor’s memorandum accompany 


that. 

(See p. 401.) 

Mr. Wernzerc. Do you intend to address a letter to the Secretary, 
Senator, and request that ? 

Senator AnpErson, Well, if it has to be done that way, yes; but I 
would rather if you would take this request back to him, and if he 
decides he wants a written letter, I will be very happy to see that 
he gets one. 

Mr. Wernsere. I will be very happy to relay the request. You 
understand that these documents are not in my. custody, and I am 
not authorized to release them. , 

Senator Anperson. Secretary Seaton has many friends on this Hill 
and we all like him very much, and I think he understands we would 
not be asking for something inappropriate. 

a Wernpeera. I am sure the Secretary will appreciate those kind 
words. 

It is on the basis of these rates, and on the basis of the conclusion 
that the Federal Power Commission approval was not required, that 
. power contracting proceeded and has continued to this day. And to 
date approximately 185 firm-power contracts have been entered into, 
—- for the delivery of a total of approximately 648,000 kilowatts 
of power. 

Now, shortly after the making of one of the early contracts, the 
Federal Power Commission addressed a letter, dated September 27, 
1950, to Commissioner Straus, asking that the rate schedules embraced 
in a contract with the city of Lakota, N. Dak., be submitted for ap- 
proval under section 5. 

To this letter, Secretary Chapman replied on October 21, 1950, 
stating that, in his view, the matter was governed by section 9 (c) 
and not by section 5, and declining to submit the rates for approval. 

Senator Casr. What did the Federal Power Commission then do? 

Mr. Wernperc. The Chairman of the Federal Power Commission 
wrote to the Secretary on December 1, 1950, in response to the Secre- 
tary’s letter of October 21, 1950, stating that the Commission dis- 
agreed, and again requesting that the rates be filed. No further reply 
was made by the secretary or the Commission, and there the matter 
has rested so far as exchange of views between the Department and 
the Federal Power Commission is concerned. 

Mr. LrneweaAver. There were subsequent communications, wer 
there not ? 

Mr. Wernzerc: No further communications from the Commission. 
However, the matter was gone into at quite some length in 1952 in 
the hearings before the Jones committee, which was a subcommittee 
of the House Committee on Public Works, set up to study civil works. 
And I am sure that you gentlemen will recall that the Snes commit- 
tee held very extensive hearings on the whole field of water policy, 
allocations of costs, planning, repayments, and so on. 
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Both the Federal Power Commission and the Department of the 
Interior stated their views on this question of the applicability of sec- 
tion 5 to the Army power developments in the Missouri River Basin 
before the Jones committee. The particular page references, if you 
would like them for the record, are as follows. 

I refer to hearings entitled “Study of Civil Works” No. 82-17, 
“Hearings before the Subcommittee to Study Civil Works of the Com- 
mittee on Public Works, House of Representatives, 82d Congress, 2d 
session,” part 3, covering April 30, May 2, 6, 7, 14, 15 and 16, 1952. 
The. page references are pages 399 to 400, 447 to 448, and 504 to 506. 

After hearing the matter, the Jones committee took no action on 
this; it made no recommendation, although it made extensive recom- 
mendations on other matters, such as the responsibility for cost alloca- 
tion, and so on, but it had nothing to say on this particular issue. 

Senator Case. Do you know whether the matter has ever been re- 
ferred to the Comptroller General for an opinion ? 

Mr. Werneerc. No, I know it has not been referred to the Comp- 
troller General for an opinion. The Comptroller, however, annually 
audits the Department’s accounts, and he is acquainted with this issue. 

Senator Casr. Has he ever commented on it in his annual report ? 

Mr. Wernserc. Not as such. Inquiry has been made through the 
audit report and by letters from the auditors dealing with specific 
issues but not with the general question of applying power revenues 
from Army projects against irrigation costs in the Missouri River 
Basin. That the Comptroller has not questioned. However, he did 
question the matter of where the revenues should be deposited. 

Senator Anperson. Did he want to put them in the reclamation 
fund? .. ; i? 

Mr. Wernpere. No; he did not. And he asked the Department what 
its views were, 

Senator Anprrson. We would have been happy to encourage him. 

Mr. Wernserc. He thought that they should be deposited in the 
general fund, and he referred to section 5. And the Department 
replied to the questions raised by the head of the Audit Division of the 
General Accounting Office. It would not be correct to say Mr. Camp- 
bell himself raised this question, although the question was raised in 
the audit report which he presented to the Congress. 

Senator Case. When was it raised ? 

Mr. Wetnserc. Oh, it was raised within the last couple of years. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Several times. It has been raised in several 
reports. 

Mr. Wetnserc. Yes. 

Mr. Linewraver. Were there ever, subsequent to this exchange of 
correspondence between Secretary Chapman and Mr. Wallgren, the 
Chairman of the Federal Power ceed in recent years any com- 
munication with the Federal Power Commission? Have you raised 
it again ? 

Mr. Wrrnzera. No, sir. 

Mr. Lineweaver. They have not? 

Mr. Wetneerc. They have not. 

Mr. Lineweaver. You think that they were satisfied with it? 

Mr. Wrrnzerc. I draw no inferences at all, Mr. Lineweaver. I can- 
not speak for the Federal Power Commission. 
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Senator Cas. I have been handed the audit report to the Congress 
of the United States by the Comptroller General, which was trans- 
mitted to the chairman of the committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs by Mr. Campbell under date of December 3, 1956. The report 
is headed “Missouri River Basin Water Resources Development Pro- 
gram, Corps of Engineers, Civil Functions, Department of the Army, 
and Bureau of Reclamation, Department of the Interior, for fiscal 
year ended June 30, 1955.” At page 14 of the report, under paragraph 
12, I read this recommendation : 

We are recommending that the Chief of Engineers and the Secretary of the 
Interior jointly establish comparable accounting and financial policies and apply 
practices thereunder uniformly and consistently on (1) allocations to power 
and nonpower purposes of joint costs and expenses of operating and maintaining 
multiple-purpose projects; (2) provisions for depreciation of plant and service 
and allocation of the provisions on the multiple-service plant to purposes; (3) 
computation and recording of interest on the Federal investment in commercial 
power and municipal and industrial water-supply facilities. , 

The establishment jointly of comparable policies and effective application 
of them by each agency is necessary before financial statements of the Govern- 
ment’s water-resource operations can be fairly presented. General agreement 
has been reached between the Department of the Interior, Corps of Engineers, 
Federal Power Commission, and General Accounting Office on the use of simple 
interest during construction and the proportionate method of accounting for 
the operation of joint facilities on multiple-purpose projects. 

We are recommending also that statements be designated specifically to show 
the status of repayment of the Federal investment based on memorandum 
records for scheduled repayment requirements for theoretical return of funds 
which would be sufficient to repay the Federal investment within the adminis- 
tratively determined repayment period. 

Now, I recognize that this report was probably made available late 
in 1956. What steps, if any, have been taken by the Corps of Engi- 
neers, or by the Chief of Engineers and the Secretary of the Interior, 
jointly, to establish comparable accounting and financial policies as 
recommended by the Comptroller General , 

Mr. Wernzerc. I do not know, Senator, but I will undertake to 
develop the information for the record. I know that the Department 
has had correspondence with the General Accounting Office on the 
report. ; 

(See p. 358.) 

Senator Case. I notice at one point you made some reference to the 
Comptroller General’s inquiry, and it related to section 5. 

Mr. Wernpere. Yes. 

Senator Case. Did the Comptroller General indicate that he thought 
section 5 should be applicable? ' 

Mr. Wernnerc. He thought that revenues should be deposited in 
the general fund because of.section 5, and at other points in the report 
he recognized that the Department’s position was that section 5 did not 
apply. , Fueraen 

The Department has responded to the request of the Audit Division 
of the General Accounting Office for its views on that point, and the 
response was along the lines that I indicated earlier in my testimony. 
And I would be glad to obtain a copy of that letter for the record if 
it is available. 

- The position was taken that the reclamation Jaws governed: that, 
since the Army pe were not constructed by the Bureau of Recla- 
mation, the Hayden-O’Mahoney amendment did not apply, and, there- 
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fore, under general provisions of law requiring the deposit of all funds 
in the general fund of the Treasury in the absence of any other specific 
provision, an appropriate allocation of revenue has to be made to 
the Army powerplants, and the sum represented thereby must be de- 
posited in the general fund. 

Mr. Linewnaver. That does not cover the transmission. 

Mr. Wernpere. Well, you do not receive revenue separately from 
the perenne and from the transmission. 

The Department has in mind allocating a portion of the revenues 
from the sale of power to cover the costs of the Department of the 
Army that. are allocated to power. 

Mr. Linewnaver. It will be a proportionate amount. It will not 
follow each kilowatt? 

Mr. Wernserc. That is correct. 


Senator Casz. Now, can you supply for the record the exchange of 
correspondence between the Secretary of the Interior and the Comp- 
troller General with reference to the application of section 5 or any 
portion thereof to which we have referred ? 

Mr. Wernzerc. Yes. 


Mr. Lrneweaver. And also if there is any correspondence with the 
Federal Power Commission subsequently. 


Mr. Wernsere. If there is any, I will ascertain if it is available, 
although I know of none. 
(See p. 358.) 


Senator Case. On page 130 of the Comptroller General’s report on 
this Missouri River Basin water resource development program for 
the fiscal year ended June 30, 1955, the Comptroller says this, under 
the heading of “Recommendations” : 


* * * We recommend that the Chief of Engineers and the Secretary of the 
Interior adopt a policy for recording interest on the Federal investment based 
on the principles set forth in the following paragraphs. 

The interest cost for each year should be determined on the net Federal 
investment in the project applicable to power or municipal water supply pur- 
poses at the beginning of the year and on the accrued Federal expenditures, 
plus transfers of property from other Federal agencies, less any funds returned 
from the United States Treasury for the fiscal year. Computations of interest 
should be based on the average monthly expenditures, plus property transfers 
for the month, less any funds returned to the Treasury. During the construction 
period, interest should not be computed on a compound basis. 

The rate of interest should be based on the long-term borrowing rate for several 
years and determined in consultation with the Secretary of the Treasury unless 
otherwise provided by law. 

Interest applicable to the investment in facilities to the in-service States shall 
be charged to construction cost as interest during construction, and interest cost 
thereafter should be classified as an operating expense. 


Now, do you know whether this recommendation by the Comptroller 
General would involve a change in determining the interest rate as 
employed by the Bureau of Reclamation in fixing the charges or the 
rates heretofore ? 

Mr. Wernnerc. I do not know, Senator Case. 

Senator Case. Do you know whether any change has been made 
since this recommendation was made? 

Mr. Wernzere. I do not. 

Senator Case. Could you listen to two sentences? The Comp- 
troller’s report also said, at page 4 [reads from p. 5 of the report 
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Senator Casz. It appears to me that the Comptroller is saying there 
that he thinks the power rates Gan be properly established only when 
you have got all the costs in, but must be established in accordance with 


section 5. 

Senator Anperson. He, in other words, agrees with Mr. White, 
when he was Solicitor of the Department of Interior. That is what 
some of us have been trying to say. 

Of course, whenever you get into this, you get into the possibility 
that the rates can move up and down. We found that out in connection 
with some natural gas rates the other way. Everybody wanted them 
fixed. When they got them fixed they wished to the Lord they had not 
had them fixed. So you never know. 

I do want to say, before Senator Case finishes his questioning, if he 
has not finished, that: we do appreciate your appearance here and the 
way in which you have been cross-examined does not indicate that we 
do not think that you have tried hard to give us a good presentation, 
but it is the only way I know to get down to what may be insights and 
new questions. 

Did you have additional material you wanted to submit ? 

Mr. Wernserc. I did not have. 

My main problem on the notice we had was to gather the material, 
and I did not have time to prepare a formal statement. I have been 
speaking from an outline. i 

Senator Anprrson. Would you submit for the record an additional 
formal] statement, which you would have time to prepare formally? 
I would be glad to hear you on through.. ° 

Mr. Wetneerc. Well, Senator, I would appreciate very much the 
opportunity to file a formal statement. I was about to inquire of the 
Chair his pleasure as to my presence here, because if we are to con- 
tinue for much longer, I have car poo) arrangements that I have 
to make. 

(See p. 344.) 

Senator Anperson. I think you had better get to your car poo!, and 
we had better get to this morning’s mail. 

Thank you very much. ' 

Senator Casr. I would just like to second what the Chairman has 
said with respect to appreciating the testimony, and it is true that we 
have been asking a lot of questions here, but we are trying to find our 


way. 

‘And I also recognize that the Department has had a practical prob- 
lem of trying to find some rule to follow where the Congress did not 
spell it out in the ~— 

e 


Mr. Wetneere. V 
ment’s position. 

Senator Anperson. Let me. just say that we will make available to 
you the transcript of what we went through this afternoon. And if 
you will study it and try to amplify those points and clear them up, 
it will be deeply appreciated by the members of the committee. 

Mr. Wernsere. [ thank you, sir. 


ll, I have attempted to explain the Depart- 
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(Mr. Weinberg subsequently submitted the following :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR, 
Washington, D. C., May 16, 1957. 
Hon. JAMEs EB. Murray, ; 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. O. 


Dear SENATOR Murray: In accordance with the invitation tendered me by 
Senator Anderson, temporarily presiding, at the conclusion of my oral testimony 
at the May 3 joint hearing of the Missouri Basin problems held by the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs and the Committee on Public Works, I 
enclose for inclusion in the record a prepared statement which continues and 
supplements my oral testimony. 

Also enclosed, as requested by the committee during the course of my testi- 
mony are the following documents, which are transmitted pursuant to appro- 
priate departmental authorization: 

(1) Letter from Administrative Assistant Secretary D. Otis Beasley dated 
November 26, 1956, to Mr. Adolph T. Samuelson, Director, Civil Accounting and 
Auditing Division, General Accounting Office, together with enclosure thereto. 

(2) Letter from Administrative Assistant Secretary Beasley dated April 22, 
1957, to Mr. Samuelson. 

(3) Opinion M-36022, dated January 18, 1950, by Solicitor Mastin G. White, 
subject Power Rates—Missouri River Basin Project. 

(4) Memorandum dated September 2, 1949, from William J. Burke, regional 
counsel, Bureau of Reclamation, Billings, Mont., to Chief Counsel, Bureau of 
Reclamation, Washington, D. C., subject Establishment of Power Rates—Mis- 
souri River Basin Project, enclosing memorandum of identical date by Mr. Burke 
re: Establishment of power rates—Missouri River Basin project. 

(5) Memorandum from Assistant Chief Counsel Schwab, dated September 30, 
1946, subject Use of Revenues Received From the Distribution and Disposal of 
Power From Dams Constructed by the Corps of Engineers. 

The last two memoranda above itemized are enclosed along with Solicitor 
White’s memorandum of January 8, 1950, so that the committees may have in the 
record copies of all of the divergent legal opinions prepared within the Depart- 
ment on the matter dealt with. 

I take this occasion to express to the committees my appreciation of the oppor- 
tunity to complete the. presentation of the Department’s position through the 
medium of the prepared statement enclosed. 

Sincerely yours, 
Epwarp WEINBERG, Assistant Solicitor. 


May 16, 1957. 


PREPARED STATEMENT OF EDWARD WEINBERG SUPPLEMENTING AND CONTINUING 
OrAL TESTIMONY GIVEN ON May 8, 1957 


This prepared statement is submitted in response to the invitation kindly 
tendered me at the conclusion of the hearing on May 3 by Senator Anderson, 
temporarily presiding, to submit an additional formal statement for the record. 
This prepared statement does not repeat the material covered by my oral 
testimony. Rather, it represents a nee of my analysis from the point 
where oral testimony was concluded. 


SUMMARY OF ISSUES INVOLVED 


At the outset of my oral testimony I stated that the issue of application against 
irrigation costs of power revenues allocable to power generated at hydroelectric 
projects of the Corps of Engineers constructed pursuant to the authority of 
section 9 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 involves three fields of inquiry. The 
first of these concerns the meaning to be accorded the reference in section 9 (¢) 
of the Flood Control Act of 1944 to “the reclamation and power developments to 
be undertaken by the Secretary of the Interior” in the light of the actual scope 
of House Document 475 and Senate Document 191, 78th Congress, as revised 
and coordinated by Senate Document 247, 78th Congress. The second inquiry 
is concerned with the implementation or the administration of the statute by 
the Department of the Interior following its enactment. The third field of inquiry 
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is concerned with congressional recognition and acceptance of the Department’s 
administration of the statute. 


The first field of inquiry was covered by my oral testimony. 


DEPARTMENTAL ‘PRACTICE IN ADMINISTRATION OF MISSOURI RIVER BASIN PROJECT 


At the conclusion of the hearing on May 38, I had been discussing the Depart- 
ment’s practices following the enactment of the Flood Control Act of 1944. 
I had in that connection discussed such matters as the approval of Missouri 
River Basin power rates on March 24, 1950; the Secretary’s exchange of cor- 
respondence with the Federal Power Commission late in 1950 in which he 
declined ‘to submit rate schedules to that Commission for approval; and the 
testimony before the Jones committee in 1952. I had, as the meeting adjourned, 
reached the recent statement by the Department to the Audit Division of the 
General Accounting Office. This statement consists of a letter dated April 22, 
1957, from Administrative Assistant Secretary D. Otis Beasley to Mr. A. T. 
Samuelson, Director, Civil Accounting and Auditing Division, General Accounting 
Office. A copy of that letter, together with a copy of an earlier letter of 
November 26, 1956, from Assistant Secretary Beasley to Mr. Samuelson com- 
prising the Department’s comments upon the Missouri Basin audit report of 
the General Accounting Office for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1955, are sub- 
mitted with this statement for inclusion in the record as requested by Senator 
Case. 

In the spring of 1955 the Bureau of Reclamation completed an economic analy- 
sis of the Missouri River Basin project bringing earlier analyses up to date 
in the light of more recent estimates of costs and reflecting current conclusions 
as to allocations of costs and repayment periods. This analysis was embraced 
in. a document entitled “Economic Analysis, Missouri River Basin Project,” as 
revised April 1955. 

The economic analysis was transmitted to the chairmen, respectively, of the 
House and Senate Committees on Interior and Insular Affairs, Public Works, 
and Appropriations by letter from Assistant Commissioner Nielsen of the Bureau 
of Reclamation dated January 16, 1956. 

. Basic to the economic analysis is the inclusion of costs and revenues of Corps 
of Engineers projects in the Missouri River Basin and the application against 
irrigation costs on a basinwide basis of power revenues realized from the sale 
of power developed at all powerplants authorized to be constructed by section 9 
of the Flood Control Act of 1944, including those constructed and to be con- 
structed by the Corps of Engineers. 

As is observed in the preface to the analysis, it was made on the basis of 
current (April 1955) economic practices of the Bureau of Reclamation. Par- 
ticular reference is directed to. the summary of economic analysis and the 
itemization of the procedures used in economic analysis which appear in the 
economic analysis immediately preceding the table of contents. A copy of the 
summary and the procedures are, for convenient reference, included in the 
appendix to this statement. 

By letter dated May 9, 1956, from Assistant Secretary Aandahl to the chairman 
of the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, the Department indicated 
its endorsement and approval of the economic analysis. This letter was written 
in response to a request from the chairman for departmental comment on the 
findings of the analysis and upon the related average rate and repayment 
study for the Missouri River Basin dated December 1955. The chairman’s 
request was reiterated by the committee in its report of April 23, 1956, on S. 2206, 
84th Congress, which bill provided for the approval of the report of the Secretary 
of the Interior on the Ainsworth unit of the Missouri River Basin project 
(S. Rept. 1709, 84th Cong., 2d sess.). The pertinent paragraphs from Assistant 
Secretary Aandahl’s letter of May 9, 1956, are noted at this point. The entire 
letter is included in the appendix to this statement: 


“In respect to the Missouri River Basin economic analyses, members of the 
Department staff participated in preparation of the documents sent to you. 
Within the limitations and the assumptions set forth in those documents, we are 
confident that they present a valid appraisal of the economic aspects of the 
Missouri River Basin project. 

“Based on the information in those documents, further analysis indicates 
that the Missouri River Basin project, comprising only those units constructed 
or under construction, may be substantially expanded and still repay all reim- 
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bursable costs within 50 years from completion of the last added unit at existing 
power rates. Units considered for addition in this analysis include Ainsworth, 
East Bench, Farwell, initial phase of Garrison division, Hardin, Lavaca Flats, 
Nickwall, first stage of North Loup division, Red Rock, and Shoshone extension 
units, and completion of the Cedar Bluff, Heart Butte, Kirwin, Lower Marias, 
St. Francis, and Webster units. It was to this situation that Assistant Secre- 
tary Aandahl referred when he stated ‘I would only make a very general com- 
ment, and that is the study is sufficiently reassuring so that we should have 
confidence in going ahead with the matters that are immediately before us.’ 

“As to the long-range future, judgment as to the adequacy of power rates for 
the ultimate plan involves consideration of such factors as length of total pay- 
out period, the rate of construction of future units, the units finally selected for 
development, their cost, and other factors that cannot be evaluated now. 

“The Bureau of the Budget has been furnished copies of the Bconomic Analysis 
and the Average Rate and Repayment Study. We are not aware of any views 
the Bureau of the Budget has expressed nor that it was intended to use the docu- 


_ ments other than for information purposes,” 


In addition to the foregoing specific examples of departmental interpretation 
and implementation of the Missouri Basin authorization as including, on a 
basinwide basis, the application of revenues derived from the sale of corps- 
generated power to assist in the payout of irrigation costs, mention should be 
made of the presentations that have been made to the Appropriation Commit- 
tees of the Congress continuously since enactment of the 1944 act. 

The Department has consistently advised the Appropriation Committees in its 
annual budget presentations regarding its practice. Citation of extensive ex- 
amples would lengthen this statement beyond reasonable limits. However, to 
demonstrate the consistency of the Department’s practice reference will be made 
to the presentation made to the House Appropriations Committee upon the oc- 
easion of the initial request for funds following enactment of the Flood Control 
Act of 1944. This presentation represents a construction of the statute which 
was contemporaneous with its enactment. 

The Flood Control Act of 1944 became law on December 22 of that year. On 
March 22, 1945, a supplemental appropriation request embracing funds for the 
Bureau of Reclamation with which to undertake initiation of preconstruction 
and planning activities in the Missouri Basin was submitted to the Congress. 
Hearings were held by the Subcommittee on Interior Appropriations of the 
House Appropriations Committee on March 24, 1945. These hearings are identi- 
fied as Part 3: Missouri River Basin, of the printed hearings on the Interior 
Department appropriation bill for 1946. 

The Commissioner and Assistant Commissioner. of Reclamation, Harry W. 
Bashore and William E. Warne, respectively, made an extensive presentation 
to the subcommittee in which they developed the concept that the Missouri River 
Basin project comprised the execution on a coordinated basis of the integrated 
plans of the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers that had been 
approved by section 9 of the 1944 act. Extensive reference was made to Senate 
Document 191 and the history of the development of the Pick-Sloan plan, and its 
objectives, were gone into at considerable length. The following exchange be- 
tween the chairman of the subcommittee, Representative Johnson, of Oklahoma, 
and Assistant Commissioner Warne and the comment of Representative Cannon, 
then, as now, the chairman of the full committee, are particularly illuminating 
on the issue before us: 


“REIMBURSEMENTS 


“Mr, Jonnson of Oklahoma. I have one final question, Mr. Warne. I see, on 
page 2 of the same supplemental estimate, 118, under the Missouri River Basin 
is a word that has been in so many other estimates, the word ‘reimbursable.’ 
Does that mean ‘reimbursable,’ or is that just a sort of catchall word that is put 
in there to assist in securing sufficient funds? 

“Mr. Warne. Mr. Chairman, that means reimbursable in accordance with the 
plan as set up and as included in the material I submitted a little earlier from 
Senate Document 191 showing reimbursement. 

“Mr. Jounson of Oklahoma. Of how much? ; 

“Mr. Warne. I shall give you the figures. The figure of $741,100,000 is the 
total estimated to be reimbursed, the rest of the cost being chargeable to flood 
control and navigation. 

“Mr. JoHnson of Oklahoma. Yes. 
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“Mr. WarRNE. Of that total of reimbursement, $298 million would be expected 
to be returned by irrigation; $421,100,000 by power; and $20 million by pay- 
ment of municipalities for municipal Water supply. This ‘reimbursable’ here — 
-would bear a direct relationship to the total cost and would be a!!ocated in the 
end among the functions in like manner as that indicated for the total cost. 

“Mr. JoHNsoN of Oklahoma. In other words, so that there would be approxi- 
mately 50 percent of the actual cash outlay reimbursable and the other would 
be paid back in terms of flood control which might really be more than the cash 
involved? 

“Mr. Warne. Yes. In other words, this appropriation, if granted, will be ac- 
counted for in the same way as other later appropriations that we would bring 
before you. About half would be nonreimbursable. 

“Mr. Jounson of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, would you like to ask the witness 
some questions? 

“Mr. Cannon, No further questions, Mr. Johnson, I think you have covered 
the situation very thoroughly.” j 


The figures cited by Mr. Warne are those embraced in Senate Document 191. 
Théy embrace, as is clear from the hearing and the material submitted to the 
committee in connection therewith, the revenues from Army-generated power 
as well as Reclamation-generated power and the application of such revenues 
against irrigation costs on a basinwide basis. Indeed, the entire hearings dem- 
onstrate without question that the Bureau of Reclamation and the Department 
of the Interior viewed section 9 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 as embracing 
all of the activities of the Bureau of Reclamation in connection with the Mis- 
souri River Basin project, including payout analyses, the construction of trans- 
mission lines and the marketing of Army-generated power, on a basinwide basis 
under principles of reclamation law. It is likewise clear that the Appropria- 
tion Committee so understood the presentation. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECOGNITION AND ACCEPTANCE OF DEPARTMENT’S POSITION 


A. Appropriations 

Until the format of the annual departmental appropriation act was changed, 
commencing with the General Appropriation Act, 1951, to eliminate appropria- 
tions by specific projects, the appropriations to the Bureau of Reclamation for 
the Missouri River Basin project were consistently made by the Congress with 
direct reference to section 9 of the Flood Control Act of 1944. This evidences, in 
a manner completely consistent with the presentation annually made by the 
Bureau of Reclamation and the Department of the Interior, a congressional 
understanding that the Bureau of Reclamation was carrying on its portion of 
the Missouri River Basin project entirely under the authority of section 9 
in accordance with reclamation law. 

For example, the initial appropriation item for the Missouri River Basin 
project appearing in the Interior Department Appropriation Act, 1946 (act of 
July 3, 1945, 59 Stat. 318, 343), reads as follows: 


“Missouri River Basin (reimbursable): For the-partial accomplishment of 
the works to be undertaken by the Secretary of the Interior, pursuant to Section 
nine of the act of December 22, 1944 (Public Law 534), $3,200,000, to remain 
available until June 30, 1947: Provided, That this appropriation shall be ex- 
pended, either independently or through or in cooperation with existing Federal 
and State agencies. only for detailed surveys, preparation of plans and specifica- 
tions, and the performance of other work, preliminary to construction of the 
initial stages, and for the continuation by the Bureau of Reclamation of in- 
vestigations on the general plan of development.” 


Note the reference to section 9 of the 1944 act. Substantially similar references 
to section 9 are found in the Missouri River Basin appropriation items in the 
First Deficiency Appropriation Act, 1946 (act of December 28, 1945. 59 Stat. 
632, 648): the Interior Department Appropriation Act, 1948 (act of July 25, 
1947, 61 Stat. 460, 476): the Interior Department Appropriation Act, 1949 (act 
of. June 29, 1948, 62 Stat. 1112, 1129) and the Interior Department Appropriation 
Act. 1959 (sect of Ovtoher 12, 1949, 68 Stat. 765. 783). ; 

Commencing with the departmental appropriation act for fiscal vear 1947, 
transmission lines were included by specific reference to the appropriation lan- 
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guage for the Missouri River Basin item. For example, the pertinent provision 
of the fiscal year 1947 act reads as follows: 


“Missouri River Basin (reimbursable); For the partial accomplishment of 
the works to be undertaken by the Secretary of the Interior, pursuant to Sec- 
tion nine of the act of December 22, 1944 (Public Law 534), $17,500,000, to 
remain available until expended for carrying out the initial stages (including 
the construction of transmission lines) and for continuing investigations on the 


- general plan of development: Provided, That this appropriation shall be ex- 


pended, either independently or through or in cooperation with existing Federal 
and State agencies.’ 


Commencing with the fiscal year 1948 act, the reference to “initial stages” 
was dropped. I note this inclusion by the Congress of transmission lines as being 
included within the section 9 authorization in view of Senator Case’s question 
during my oral testimony as to the source of statutory authorization for trans- 
mission line construction. 

Over this entire period the only appropriation act carrying Missouri River 
Basin project funds that failed specifically to refer to section 9 of the 1944 Flood 
Control Act was the First Deficiency Appropriation Act of 1949 (act of May 24, 
1949, 63 Stat. 76, 85) which carried an additional amount of $4,800,000 for the 


Missouri River Basin project with ie a general reference to the act of Decem- 
ber 22, 1944. 


B. Other legislation 


Equally persuasive of a congressional understanding and ratification of the 
Department's interpretation of the scope and breadth of section 9 of the 1944 
act is to be found in a series of recent congressional enactments dealing with 
individual units of the Missouri River Basin project. These are the act of 
July 16, 1954 (68 Stat. 46) dealing with the Glendo unit, the act of August 21, 
1954, authorizing the inclusion of the Ainsworth, Lavaca Flats, Mirage Flats 
extension and O’Neill units in the Missouri River Basin project; the act of May 
2, 1956 (70 bmg 126) dealing with the Red Willow and Wilson Dams; the act 
of May 18, 1956 (70 Stat. 160) giving approval to the construction of the Ains- 
worth unit; a the act of August 3, 1956 (70 Stat. 975) dealing with the Far- 
well unit. 

The effect of each of these acts was a direction by the Congress that the par- 
ticular unit or units dealt with should be coordinated and integrated, physically 
and financially, with the other Federal works constructed or authorized to be 
constructed by both the Bureau of Reclamation and the Department of the Army 


under the authority of section 9 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, as amended and 


supplemented. 


In the Glendo joint resolution of July 16, 1954, the Congress gave its approval 
to the definite plan report on the Glendo unit which had been approved by the 
Secretary on February 19, 1954, and authorized construction and operation of the 
unit, “through its physical and financial coordination and integration with the 
other Federal works constructed or authorized to be constructed under the com- 
prehensive plans approved by section 9 of the act of September 22, 1944 * * *, as 
amended and supplemented, with the financial objective of returning its reim- 
bursable costs during a 50-year payment period.” 

In the act of August 21, 1954, which added the Ainsworth, Lavaca Flats, Mirage 
Flats extension, and O'Neill units to the Missouri River Basin project as 'thereto- 
fore authorized, the Congress directed that: 


“The Secretary shall cause these units of the Missouri River Basin project to 
be coordinated and integrated, physically and financially, with the other Federal 
works constructed or authorized to be constructed under the comprehensive plans 


approved by section 9 of the Act of December 22, 1944, as amended and supple-_ 


mented.” 


The act of May 2, 1956, provided for a transfer of jurisdiction as between 
the Secretaries of the Interior and Army over two units of the Missouri River 
Basin project that had been authorized as a part of the original authorization in 
section 9 of the Flood Control Act of 1944. Under the act, the Red Willow Dam 
was transferred to the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Interior from the 
Secretary of the Army and conversely, jurisdiction over Wilson Dam was trans- 
ferred from the Secretary of the Interior to the Secretary of the Army. 


Section 
2 of the act provides as follows: 
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“Both the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of the Army shall cause 
these units of the Missouri River Basin project to be coordinated and integrated 
physically and financially with the other Federal works constructed or authorized 
to be constructed under the comprehensive plans approved by section 9 of the 
Act of December 22, 1944, aforesaid, as amended and supplemented.” 


The purpose of the act of May 18, 1956, dealing with the Ainsworth unit, was 
to approve a feasibility report on the Ainsworth unit that had been prepared by 
the Secretary of the Interior. Congressional approval of such reports was, by 
the act of August 21, 1954, which authorized the Ainsworth and the other units 
dealt with therein, made a condition prerequisite to the initiation of construction 
in accordance with the 1954 authorization. In the act of May 18, 1956, the 
Congress described the report of the Secretary, which it thereby approved, as 
“demonstrating the physical and economic feasibility of the Ainsworth unit of 
the Missouri River Basin project integrated as a part of said project by the act 
of August 21, 1954.” 

The act of August 3, 1956, reauthorized the Farwell unit of the Missouri River 
Basin project. Extensive changes had been made in the plans for that unit 
as embraced in Senate Document 191, necessitating reauthorization. In the re- 
authorizing legislation, the Congress directed that: 


“* * * appropriate portions of the costs of constructing, operating, and main- 
taining such works shall be allocated to irrigation and returned in the same 
manner and under the same conditions as other irrigation costs of the Missouri 
River Basin project ;” 


The act further directs that—“The Farwell unit shall be integrated, physically 
and financially, with the other Federal works in the Missouri River Basin con- 
structed or authorized to be constructed under the comprehensive plan approved 
by section 9 of the Act of December 22, 1944, as amended and supplemented.” 

The references in each of the foregoing enactments to financial integration 
or coordination can have meaning only in the context of the application on a 
basinwide basis of power revenues from all power developments embraced by 
section 9 of the 1944 Flood Control Act, whether constructed by the Department 
of the Army or the Department of the Interior, against irrigation costs beyond 
the ability of the water users to repay, in accordance with principles of reclama- 
tion law. ; 

In each of these enactments, save for the reauthorization of the Farwell unit, 
the reference is to the “comprehensive plans” approved by section 9 of the Flood 
Control Act. While the reference in the Farwell unit is in the singular, to the 
“comprehensive plan,” such reference is without significance. This is demon- 
strated on the face of the enactment itself by the requirement that the irrigation 
costs should be returned “in the same manner and under the same conditions as. 
other irrigation costs of the Missouri River Basin project.” This reference to. 
the “same manner and conditions” makes it clear that the Congress intended that 
Army power should be included in the source of revenues for irrigation assistance, 
since that is the basis of power-revenue assistance in irrigation payout in the 
case of all other irrigation costs of the Missouri River Basin project. 

In addition, as will be seen, the legislative history of the Farwell Act con- 
clusively confirms a congressional understanding that the Missouri River Basin 
project embraces both the works constructed by the Army and Interior Depart- 
ments, with marketing of energy by Interior under reclamation law and with 
basinwide payout in accordance with reclamation law principles. 

In the case of each of the foregoing enactments, the Congress had before it re- 
ports from the Department indicating the Department’s approach was on a 
basinwide basis. In a number of instances significant comments appear in the 
committee reports demonstrating, completely consistent with the text of the en- 
actments, a congressional understanding that basinwide payout in accordance 
with Reclamation law is at the heart of the Missouri River Basin project as 
authorized by section 9 of the 1944 Flood Control Act. 

In the case of the Glendo authorization, the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs 
Comnittee stated in its report (Report No, 1615, 83d Cong., 2d sess., June 17, 
1954) that: 


“The resolution would authorize the Secretary to include the modified Glendo 
(Wyoming) project in the comprehensive plans for the development of the water 
resources, and other purposes, of the Missouri River Basin as approved by sec- 
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tion 9 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, and authorized in that act and in the 
corresponding act of 1946.” 
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The Senate committee report also includes the following statement: 


“The report of the Department of the Interior is approved by the resolution. 
It shows that the reimbursable costs of the project can be returned in 50 years 
with interest on the power allocation. The committee notes, particularly, this 
claim for financial feasibility, and approves of the. aid from power revenues for 
allocations to irrigation.” 


The reports of the House and Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committees 
on the legislation that became the act of August 21, 1954, authorizing the Ains- 
worth, Lavaca Flats, Mirage Flats extension, and O’Neill units as parts of the 
Missouri River Basin project (S. Rept. 2212, 83d Cong., 2d sess., Aug. 4, 1954; 
House Rept. 1868, 83d Cong., 2d sess., June 15, 1954) ; each set forth the full text 
of the Department’s report to the Congress dated June 10, 1954. In the course 
of the Department’s report it advised the Congress that— 


“The remaining costs allocated to irrigation could, under the terms of the bill, 
be met by application of power revenues from Federal plants in the Missouri 
River Basin in excess of those necessary to return the costs allocated to com- 
mercial power. They could also be met, in part, by irrigators’ payments over 
a period longer than the 40 years-assumed in this report.” 


The other three statutes involved were each enacted by the Congress follow- 
ing the transmittal to the Congress of the Missouri River Basin project ecouomic 


. @nalysis early in 1956. 


In the case of the act of May 18, 1956, dealing with the Ainsworth unit, the 
report of the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee (S. Rept. 1799, 84th 
©ong., 2d sess., April 23, 1956) made the following significant comments: 


“The irrigation water users, over a 40-year period, will repay approximately 
$3 million or approximately 30 percent of the estimated cost. The annual pay- 
iment capacity of the lands in the Ainsworth unit is estimated to average $8.35 
per acre with operation and maintenance cost of $2.30 per acre, 

“The remainder of the construction costs will be repaid from surplus power 
revenues of the Federal Missouri River Basin project. The committee inquired 
of the Department of the Interior regarding the availability of surplus revenues 
from the Missouri River Basin system to absorb the excess cost of the Ainsworth 
and other units in the reclamation program for that project. 

“On January 16, 1956, the Acting Commissioner of Reclamation, Neilsen, of 
the Bureau of Reclamation, submitted an economic analysis of the Missouri River 
Basin project which reflects findings of that agency that anticipated power 
revenues in the Missouri River Basin system will be adequate during the repay- 
ment period to absorb construction costs of the Ainsworth and other units listed, 
which are beyond the ability of the water users to repay. The chairman of the 
committee has requested the Secretary of the Interior to provide departmental 
comment on the findings of the analysis as well as the average rate and repay- 
ment studies and payout study of December 1955. 

“On the basis of the analysis, there appears no question as to adequacy of sur- 
plus power revenues under present rates to absorb the irrigation construction 
costs of the Ainsworth and other units programed for construction beyond -the 
ability of the water users to repay. Nevertheless, the committee concurs in the 
request of the chairman to the former Secretary of the Interior that the Depart- 
ment should comment officially on the economic analysis of the Missouri River 
Basin project and average rate and repayment studies and payout study as of 
December 1955. In view of the concern that the Bureau of the Budget has in- 
dicated in this phase of the Missouri River Basin financial operations, the De- 
partment should include the comments of that agency also.” 


As indicated earlier in the text of this statement, the Department of the In- 
terior responded to the request for official comments embraced in the committee 
report, by letter of May 9, 1956, from Assistant Secretary Aandahl to Chairman 
Murray, expressing complete concurrence in the economic analysis. 

In its report (H. Rept. 1764, 84th Cong., 2d sess., February 14, 1956), the 
House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee observed that, “The estimated 
cost of the project is about $25,934,000, of which 98 percent would be repaid 
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under the repayment plan for the Missouri River Basin project.” The House 
committee’s report also stated the committee’s conclusion that the report sub- 
mitted by the Secretary of the Interior on the Ainsworth unit met the require- 
ments of the authorizing act of August 21, 1954. The letter report of the Com- 
missioner of Reclamation dated March 16, 1955, to the Secretary of the Interior, 
which is a part of the Secretary’s report and is set forth in House Report 1764, 
states that, “Our analyses of the Missouri River Basin project indicate that the 
basinwide net revenues will be adequate to pay all reimbursable costs, including 
those of the Ainsworth unit in a period of time well within the useful life of 
the works.” 

The following is quoted from the report of the Senate Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee upon the legislation which became the act of August 3, 1956, 
reauthorizing the Farwell unit (S. Rept. 2532, 84th Cong., 2d sess., July 12, 1956) : 


“DESCRIPTION OF THE FARWELL UNIT 
* * * & * * 2 


“Repayment: Maximum repayment ability of lands in unit to be irrigated is 
$11,160,000 or 41 percent. Remainder of repayable costs of not less than 
$17,488,000, would be repaid from Missouri River Basin project’s surplus power 
revenues. 

“Period of repayment: 40 years with a 5-year development period for costs to 
be repaid by irrigators, with consideration of variable repayment formula which 
might extend period ; 50-year repayment period for costs to be repaid by surplus 
power revenues.” 


* * + * * > - 
““AID FROM SURPLUS POWER REVENUES 


“The committee calls attention to the benefits accruing to an entire river basin 
from the development of public power facilities in connection with the Missouri 
River Basin project. More than 60 percent of the construction costs of the 
Farwell irrigation unit will be repaid from surplus power revenues of hydro- 
electric generating facilities located outside the State of Nebraska. This is only 
one of many irrigation developments in the States of Montana, North and 
South Dakota, Wyoming, Nebraska, and Kansus, areas of the Missouri River 
Basin that have been made possible by the integration of the financial aspects of 
the Missouri River Basin project. P 

“The Department of the Interior has reported that the surplus revenues of 
the Missouri River Basin project, as now foreseen, will be adequate to repay 
the construction costs of a substantial group of irrigation developments beyond 
the ability of the water users to repay.” 


o + * & x * * 
“CONCLUSIONS OF THE COMMITTEE 


“The committee concludes the project plan for the Farwell unit, which is 
reauthorized by S. 3594, is in keeping with the objectives of the original author- 
ization of the Missouri River Basin project. It, therefore, recommends that the 
bill do pass.’ 

The House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs in its report on the 
Farwell legislation (H. Rept. 2595, 84th Cong., 2d sess., July 3, 1956), stated in 
part: 

“* * * The Farwell unit would be integrated physically and financially with 
the other Federal works in the Missouri River Basin.” 

- cS “* cs * s * 


“The remainder of the construction costs would be derived from other revenues 
of the Missouri River Basin project. A recent reanalysis of the Missouri River 
Basin project economics indicates that the basinwide net revenues will be 
adequate to pay all reimbursable costs, including those of the Farwell unit which 
are beyond the ability of the water users to repay. Economic justification for 
the unit is demonstrated by the fact that the overall benefits exceed the costs by 
a ratio of 1.88 to 1.” 


© * ae * * om * 


“The committee believes that the Farwell unit is a sound development from a 
physical and economic standpoint and is a desirable addition to the Missouri 
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River Basin project. The committee, therefore, recommends that H. R. 7435, 
as amended, be enacted.” 


Finally, there is the following excerpt from the July 21, 1955, report of the 
Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs on the legislation which be- 
came the act of May 2, 1956, dealing with the Red Willow and Wilson Dams 
(S. Rept. 1066, 84th Cong., Ist sess.).. No clearer indication of congressional 
recognition of the nature of the Missouri River Basin project as a coordinated 
development embracing the comprehensive plans of both Departments, with basin- 
wide application of power revenues from all sources against irrigation costs in 
accordance with reclamation law could be desired : 


“The theory of the coordinated agreement between the Bureau of Reclamation 
and the Corps of Engineers which led to the authorization of the Missouri River 
Basin project in the Flood Control Act of 1944 was that where a dam-was pri- 
marily for irrigation, the construction would be authorized to the Department of 
the Interior through the Bureau of Reclamation. Where a dam was primarily 
for flood control or navigation, the construction assignment would be made to 
the Department of the Army through the Corps of Engineers. Under this ar- 
rangement, all of the large main-stem dams on the Missouri River, with the 
exception of Canyon Ferry in its headwaters in Montana, were assigned to the 
corps, together with a limited number of dams on certain tributaries. Most of 


- the dams on western tributaries of the Missouri were assigned for construction 


by the Bureau of Reclamation since practically all of these structures were pri- 

marily for the storage of water for irrigation. Under the agreement which was 
approved by the Flood Control Act of 1944, power produced at any of the dams 
in the Missouri River Basin project, whether by the Corps of Engineers or the 
Seah of Reclamation, would be transmitted and sold by the Secretary of the 
nterior. 

“The net revenues from power are pooled under the law and are available for 
financial aid to irrigation construction beyond the ability of irrigation water 
users to repay. 

“In addition, the Secretary of the Interior is responsible for the disposal of 
water for irrigation or space reserved for this purpose in any of the dams in the 
Missouri River Basin project, while the Secretary of the Army is responsible for 
flood-control regulation.” 


CONCLUSION 


From the foregoing, including the testimony orally given to which this prepared 
statement is a supplement, the following conclusions are reached: 

1. Certainly the construction originally placed by the Department of the In- 
terior upon the Flood Control Act of 1944 to the effect that the Department’s 
actions are governed entirely by the provisions of section 9 and not by section 5 
is not an unreasonable one considering the text of the two sections and the con- 
tents of the comprehensive plans approved by section 9. At worst, it can be 
argued that sections 5 and 9 both provide for. power developments. However, 
section 5 does not deal at all with irrigation. It can hardly be considered, in the 
light of the Army and Interior plans, that irrigation, including the payout of 
irrigation costs by basinwide pooling of power revenue costs, is not an essential 
element of the Missouri Basin development. 

in these circumstances, it is arguable, to say the least, that since section 5 deals 
at the most only with one of the elements of the Missouri Basin project, i. e., the 
marketing of power from Army projects, whereas section 9 deals not only with 
that but with all of the elements as well, it is legally permissible, in construing 
the Flood Control Act, to conclude that section 5, for that reason alone, has no 
application to the Missouri River Basin. 

Moreover, considering that both sections 5 and 9 deal with the subject of ar er 
development, section 5 deals with that subject generally whereas section 9 deals 
specifically with power of the Missouri River Basin project. Ordinarily, the 
courts hold in construing statutes that a special provision in a statute will prevail 
over a provision dealing in general terms with the same subject as that covered 
by the special provision (Kepner v. United States, 195 U. 8S. 100, 125; Missouri v. 
Ross, 299 72, 76). Application of that rule here likewi ise supports the construc- 
tion placed upon the statute by the Secretary of the Interior from the outset. 

The Secretary’s construction moreover results in an application of the statute 
which is in harmony with the statement of policy embraced in section 1, and 
particularly in subparagraph (b) of section 1, a policy of facilitating the 
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beneficial consumptive use of water for multiple purposes. Applicability of 
section 5 to power matters in the Missouri River Basin would tend to defeat the 
achievement of that purpose since it would render realization of the compre- 
hensive development impossible because payout of the irrigation costs could not 
be accomplished. On the other hand, the construction placed by the Department 
on section 9 facilitates the achievement of the objective of the statute as set 
forth in section 1 since it makes possible the construction of irrigation develop- 
ments by providing a means of payout in accordance with Reclamation Law. 

Finally, it must again be emphasized that without the application of power 
revenues from the Army developments, the irrigation units of the Missouri River 
Basin could not be undertaken because payout as required by reclamation law 
could not be, accomplished. To read section 9 narrowly so as not to cover this 
essential requirement would result in the complete frustration of the intent 
of the Congress as set forth in the section for it would render it impossible 
even to undertake the reclamation developments cévered by the Department’s plan 
which were concededly intended to be approved and authorized by section 9. 
Such an absurd result should be reached only if the statutory language permits 
of no other construction. Statutes are to be construed in their entirety to ac- 
complish results in harmony with their overall purposes: (Silver v. Ladd, 74 
U. S. 219; United States v. Gaskin, 320 U. 8S. 527; United States v. Menasche, 
348 U. S. 528; Mastro Plastics Corp. v. N. L. R. B., 350 U. S. 270). They will 
not be construed, where any other construction is possible, in such manner as 
to lead to absurd results (Fleckner v. U. S. Bank, 21 U. 8. 338; Armstrong Paint 
Co. v. Nu Enamel Corp., 305 U. 8. 315; United States v. Brown, 333 U. S. 18). 

2. The practice of the Department in proceeding in the Missouri Basin on 
the premise of the applicability of section 9 of the 1944 act has been consistent 
and open. It is well known to the Congress. 

3. The Congress has not only appropriated funds in the light of knowledge 
of the Department’s practice; it has by subsequent legislation recorded its 
understanding that the Department’s practice is an essential element of the 
administration of the Missouri River Basin project and is completely consistent 
with the provisions of section 9. 

In these circumstances, even if it be conceded that there might have been 
reasonable grounds for a differing construction of the statute immediately 
following its passage, the Department’s interpretation should not now be over- 
turned. It is a rule of statutory construction of long standing that a continued, 
uniform interpretation by the agency charged with the carrying out of the pro- 
visions of an ambiguous statute will be regarded as controlling, even though 
originally the court might have reached a different conclusion than the admin- 
istering agency had the matter been before it at that time (Brown v. United 
Statés, 113 U. S. 568; Logan v. Davis, 233 U. 8S..613; United States v. Jackson, 
280 U. S. 183: United States vy. Chicago, North Shore Railroad Co., 288 U. 8.1). 

Particularly should such a construction be favored when, as here, the Congress 
has acted on the basis of that construction and given its own expressions of 
eoncurrence therein through appropriations and substantive legislation as well. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
. Washington 25, D. C., May 9, 1956. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, ; : 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Senator Murray: Your letter of April 2, 1956, requests the official 
views of this Department on two matters: The recently released Economic Ana- 
lysis, Missouri River Basin Project, as revised April 1955, and the related Average 
Rate and Repayment Study for the Missouri River Basin dated December 1955 
and, secondly, the Helena Valley repayment contract situation. 

In respect to the Missouri River Basin economic analyses, members of the 
Department staff participated in preparation of the documents sent to you, 
Within the limitations and the assumptions set forth in those documents, we are 
confident that they present a valid appraisal of the economic aspects:of the 
Missouri River Basin project. . 

Based on the information in those documents, further analysis indicates that 
the Missouri River Basin project, comprising only those units constructed or 
under construction, may be substantially expanded and still repay all reimburs- 
able costs within 50 years from completion of the last added unit at existing 
power rates. Units considered for addition in this analysis include Ainsworth, 
East Bench, Farwell, Initial Phase of Garrison Division, Hardin, Lavaca Flats, 
Nickwall, First Stage of North Loup Division, Red Rock, and Shoshone Extensions 
Units, and completion of the Cedar Bluff, Heart Butte, Kirwin, Lower Marias, 
Saint Francis, and Webster Units. It was to this situation that Assistant 
Secretary Aandah! referred when he stated “I would only make a very general 
comment, and that is the study is sufficiently reassuring so that we should have 
confidence in going ahead with the matters that are immediately before us.” 

As to the long-range future, judgment as to the adequacy of power rates for the 
ultimate plan involves consideration of such factors as length of total payout 
period, the rate of construction of future units, the units finally sélected for de- 
velopment, their cost, and other factors that cannot be evaluated now. 

The Bureau of the Budget has been furnished copies of the Economic Analysis 
and the Average Rate and Repayment Study. We are not aware of any views 
the Bureau of the Budget has expressed nor that it was intended to use the docu- 
ments other than for information purposes. 

In specific relation to S. 2206 concerning the Ainsworth unit, the views of the 
Department are expressed in Assistant Secretary Aandahl’s letter to you of March 
27, 1955, 

With regard to the Helena Valley unit of the Missouri River Basin project, 
we share with you the desire that construction of this unit proceed as promptly 
as circumstances permit. We believe, however, that under the present circum- 
stances construction should not proceed until there is firm assurance of ade- 
quate repayment coverage. This is the position recommended by the Bureau 
of Reclamation and endorsed by us. Contrary to the assertions of your letter, 
it does not represent a reversal by the Department of plans by the Bureau of 
Reclamation to initiate construction of the Helena Valley unit. 

Admittedly, some confusion developed during the various appropriations hear- 
ings as to what constituted adequate repayment coverage in the case of the 
Helena Valley unit. We made a sincere effort subsequently to clarify our posi- 
tion on this matter as evidenced by the testimony of our representatives in the 
hearings which you called on September 29, 1955, and January 19, 1956. This 
was the purpose also of the communications dated September 23, 1955, addressed 
to the chairmen of the House and Senate Appropriations Committees to which 
your letter makes reference. 
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We recognize that the reclamation law does not require the execution of 
*. yepayment contracts prior to construction; however, such contracts are required 
under the law before the actual delivery of water. It would appear self-evident 
that the only prudent course to follow in connection with proposed projects is 
that construction of such projects not be commenced until local interests defi- 
nitely indicate that the project is desired and that they are willing to accept 
‘ responsibility for repayment as evidenced by the execution of repayment con- 
tracts in advance of construction. Consideration of the construction and repay- 
ment program for the Helena Valley unit should give full recognition to this 
principle. 

The Helena Valley unit works as designed,and proposed for construction in- 
clude capacity and facilities to serve 17,600 acres—13,000 acres with a full water 
supply and capacity to provide a supplemental water supply to some 4,600 
acres currently being irrigated. It was contemplated that the- full and supple- 
mental water supply lands would repay approximately $1.5 million in 40 years, 
or about 12 percent of the construction cost of the unit. 

The Helena Valley Irrigation District, as now organized, comprises only the 
irrigable lands in need of a full water supply and for which irrigation distribu- 
tion facilties are proposed for construction. The water service and repayment 
contract proposed with this District is estimated to return about $800,000, or 
only about 7 percent of the construction cost of the Helena Valley unit. This 7 
percent repayment return involving the full water supply lands is only slightly 
more than one-half of the approximately 12-percent return involving the 17,600 
acres for which the unit would be constructed. Attempts to organize the supple- 
mental water supply lands for purposes of contracting with the United States 
have not been successful. 

In an effort to assure the financial integrity of this unit and attain the opti- 
mum development of the unit, the Bureau of Reclamation has proposed a water 
service arrangement with the city of Helena under which an additional 5 percent 
construction repayment would accrue to assure approximately 12 percent repay- 
ment coverage. Negotiations with the city on the proposed arrangement have 
progressed to the point where the city has recently requested the Bureau to sub- 
mit a preliminary draft of contract for-the city’s consideration. If the negotia- 
tions with the city are concluded successfully and if the water users of the 
Helena Valley Irrigation District accept the contract which has been negotiated 
with the district’s board of directors, we shall be in a position to move ahead with 
construction of the Helena unit. ‘ 

The House Appropriations Committee will have an opportunity to review the 
matter soon and may at that time make known its views on proceeding to con- 
struction solely on the basis of a satisfactory contract entered into with the 
Helena Valley Irrigation District. 

Your later letter, dated April 27, 1956, concerning the above has been received 
and this reply is intended to cover both letters. We regret any inconvenience 
that delay in answering your letter of April 2 may have occasioned. Because of 
the very short period between receipt of your letter and Secretary MvKay’s 
departure, it was not practical to prepare a reply in time for his personal 
attention. ; 

We are sending a copy of this reply to Senators Hayden and Mansfield and 
Representative Metcalf, who received copies ef your April 2 letter. 

Sincerely yours, 






































(Signed) Frep G. AANDAHI, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 







SuMMARY oF Economic ANALYSIS—MISSOURI RIVER BASIN PROJECT, 
REVISED APRIL 1955 
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Cost (See table.3 and table 4) 











Bureau of Reclamation : 


rE nn” BEY OE 2, 701; 083, 000 
Tae ween weememremron yee 23, 277, 000 
Share of Kendrick project storage....__...._...__..______ 1, 116, 000 
Neen Tn ean rs ee Kooi dinesmencpemerern 38, 510, 000 


Corps of Engineers 


Estimated total cost. 











Spreenneeetes coe th le See oe Se 53, 814, 000 
ED UNE Meter ee OU ee 426, 000 









Total interest during construction___..._...._.__________ 54, 240, 000 





eal Gent Go De alloetie@sn cu i ei 5, 375, 739, 000 










Allocation and repayment 





Allocation Repayment 






Reimbursable: 





























Rit 5 se. accmnihahs oshrend remdedid be cnncdints Ginna en miditie .| $2, 235, 749, 000 $385, 528, 000 
Commercial power (includes $53,814,000 for interest during construc- 

a, 0h MAM Eh ie Sheik tba inntbida dhs sboudaceeonsous due 1, 144, 238, 000 1 3, 066, 405, 000 
Municipal water (includes $389,000 interest during construction) - 7, 600, 000 ! 7, 600, 000 
i . hed adakd dare 6 kbncaigent eons dhesinereerm seeeahep aries TB, G87, DOO: fa nisin cis 0 snicrmntjnnc 
Fish and wildlife. _____- 342, 000 
Buford-Trenton work—investigations of inactive units and other 

I iit thin nst oni id wets en ebb obi MA dant einin adobe 55, 567,000 |_.-.--. 


Total reimbursable 


Nonreimbursable: 
Flood control and navigation___-____- ce i a a Be oe 
Fish and wildlife__..._._- 1, 950, 000 |__- 


Rapid City Air Base water supply ‘(includes $37,000 for interest 
during construction) 


Total nonreimbursable 


Deferred: 
Investigations of potential units _.................--...---.-.-..- ee GN I cicninnhe dogunk ae 
Future power system additions... _._..._. Whbudd sdb sb ibidawcel odsbeu 56, 978, 000 (2) 












Nee tla cieiiadieninin ine anaebirand Jodanaek 63, 643, 000 





igine nhboichacall ayidbink ewe apesbelahsiniens 5, 375, 739, 000 






1 Also interest paid on unpaid balance af cost allocated to this function. 
2 Considered self-liquidating. 


8 Exclusive of payments for self-liquidating future additions to the power sy: stem. 


COMPLETION AND PAYOUT 


Interest rates: Commercial power, 3 percent; municipal water, 214 Pa 
Power rates: 

Firm energy, 5.5 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Nonfirm energy, 3.3 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Irrigation pumping energy, 2.5 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Excess capacity for peaking, $15,000 per kilowatt. . 

20 percent of total power costs are allocated to irrigation pumping (interest- 

free) and 80 percent to commercial power (interest-bearing). 

Irrigation repayment by water users: Irrigators pay for 40 years following the 
development period for each block of land. 


Completion 












Construction Date all facilities 
period in years are in service 
after 1950 





ao elt Coe ese oes 52: eatee WadptaucsobEeespeeecert . 20 1970 
Municipal water_ Seea lain Salshe aol cts aoe aise te deaek ae ereakasenel 25 1975 
Neen en cutee | 50 2000 
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Repayment 
Repayment period | Date of completion 
in years after all of repayment 

facilities in service 

Pr | aes 
I us caeahed cls anal s Qige win <net bees caeipmnattnwee aaa 43 2013 
DD WEEE « ou 5 conn nce eden .Eendeaen danensodlie ai esate 50 2025 
i. oath ncliits « octet eaibin nine eqainenes Aissidaitcihaie ies 67 2067 


— 





BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Construction cost estimates based on prices as of June 1954. Period of 
analysis—100 years. 
Total project benefit-cost ratio for all Bureau of Reclamation units=1.62. 


Procepures Usep in Economic ANALysis—Active UNITS, Missourt River Basin 
Prosect, Revisep APRIL 1955 


1. Analysis includes all active units of the Missouri River Basin project. 

2. Construction: cost estimates are official estimates of the Bureau of Recia- 
mation, other Interior agencies, and the Corps of Engineers for their respective 
programs. 

Allocations of cost are made by the separable costs-remaining benefits method 
for units where separable costs are available, and by the alternative justifiable 
expenditure method for other units. Allocations to fish and wildlife and to 
recreation are generally limited to specific costs. Allocations of’ six multi ple 
purpose main-stem dams were provided by the Corps of Engineers. 

4. To reflect the installed power capacity required for irrigation pumping, 
20 percent of costs allocated to power are suballocated to irrigation pumping 
plant and are distributed among individual pumping units, for use in benefit-cost 
analysis. 

5. Reservoir costs. allocated to irrigation, including storage in main-stem 
reservoirs, are distributed among individual units served by reservoirs, for use 
in benefit-cost analysis. 

6. Benefits are based on existing Reclamation procedures, and include both 
direct and indirect benefits for irrigation. Power benefits are based on alternate 
costs according to interagency agreement. A 100-year period of analysis is used 
in benefit-cost computations, as lesser periods would not be consistent with the 
life of the works or the schedules of investment and repayment. Benefit-cost 
ratios are shown for each reclamation unit. 

7. Costs allocated to irrigation are repaid without interest. Municipal water 
and power investments include 2.5 percent interest during construction. Munici- 
pal water investment is repaid with 2.5 percent interest on unpaid balances, and 
commercial power investment is repaid under assumption of 3 percent interest 
on unpaid balances. 

8. Power revenues are based on rates of 5.5 mills per kilowatt-hour for firm 
energy, 3.3 mills for nonfirm energy, 2.5 mills for irrigation pumping energy, 
and $15 per kilowatt for peaking capacity.. 

9. Energy generated at all reclamation plants and six Corps of Engineers 
plants, together with energy in excess of project use at Shoshone, Riverton, 
Kendrick, and Colorado-Big Thompson projects, is marketed through the Missouri 
Basin transmission network. 

10. Revenues from irrigators and conservancy districts were assumed to extend 
40 years following a development period of not more than 10 years for each 
block of land. Revenues from municipalities were assumed to extend for 50 
years. 

11. Power revenues are used to assist in repayment of costs allocated to irriga- 
tion and other miscellaneous reimbursable costs. Surplus municipal water rev- 
enues are not applied to assist irrigation in the present study. 

12. A portion of municipal water costs and costs allocated to fish and wildlife 
are nonreimbursable under special legislation. Costs allocated to flood control 
and navigation are shown as nonreimbursable. 
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Exuztsit II ro raz Preparep Statement or Epwarp WEINBERG 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., November 26, 1956. 
Mr. ApotpH T. SAMUELSON, 


Director, Civil Accounting and Auditing Division, 
General Accounting Office, Washington 25, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. SAMUELSON: By letter dated June 1, 1956, you transmitted to 
us the observations of the Civil Accounting and Auditing Division on the de- 
ficiencies and weaknesses in the operation of the Missouri River Basin project, 
Bureau of Reclamation, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1955. Attached here- 
with are two copies of our reply to the comments. 

We wish to thank you for making the observations of the Civil Accounting and 
Auditing Division available for our review and comment. 

The three copies of the proposed report transmitted to us with your letter’ 
of June 1, 1956, are returned herewith. 

Sincerely yours, : 

(Signed) D. Orts BEASLEY, 

Administrative Assistant Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR: COMMENTS ON PROPOSED REPORT OF DIVISION OF 
AvupbITs ON MissourRI RIVER BASIN PROJECT, GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 


1. Allocation of construction costs and multiple-purpose projects 


The report indicates that the Federal water resource program is based on a 
large number of laws that are administered by several agencies and that these 
laws do not provide uniform provisions, policies, or criteria that are funda- 
mental in carrying out this program. While the report recognizes that general 
agreement on cost allocations of multiple-purpose projects has been reached by 
the Department of the Interior with the Corps of Engineers and the Federal 
Power Commission, it points out that in the past the allocation of construction 
costs by the Corps of Engineers and the Department has differed substantially 
through the choice and application of methods of allocation and that as a result 
a wide range of power rates could be justified. Therefore, it recommends that 
Congress provide the policies and criteria to be applied for allocation of costs of | 
multipurpose projects and that the criteria for. cost allocations provide for 
41) period for repayment of construction costs, (2) rates of interest, and (3) sub- 
sidies to nonpower purposes. 

Comments.—The Department has commented at some length on these matters 
in connection with the audit report of the southeastern area river basins and 
related facilities for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1955. Comments therein are 
equally applicable to the proposed report on the Missouri River Basin project. 


2. Inclusion of Fort Peck project as a part of Missouri River Basin project 
The report’ states that the Fort Peck project is considered by the Bureau of 
Reclamation as an integral part of the Missouri River Basin project for purposes 
of determining Missouri River Basin project feasibility and repayment, although 
separately authorized. 
It recommends that if the Bureau desires to continue to so treat the earnings 
of Fort Peck project, specific legislative authorization should be obtained from 


’ the Congress. 


Comments.—For the purpose of determining an average commercial rate for 
power and energy in the marketing area of the Missouri River Basin project the 
Fort Peck Dam and powerplant are considered as an integral unit of the Missouri 
River Basin project. However, the economic feasibility of units of the Missouri 
River Basin project is appraised in individual unit definite plan reports or justi- 
fications prior to approval for construction. Such material has been submitted 
to the House Appropriations Committee in connection with requests for appro- 
priations, and full unit justification data are presented in budget documents. 
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The Department feels that this issue has been needlessly confused by current 
and prior General Accounting Office comments which fail to recognize the purpose 
served by the Bureau’s presentation of consolidated studies of the two projects 
involved. Such consolidation is very useful, and perhaps the only realistic man- 
ner in which market area rate level application can be equitably determined. It 
has in no way permitted looseness or laxity in construction of separate units of 
the Missouri River Basin project by the assumption of allegedly inflated repay- 
ment prospects of the basinwide plan, because such construction is rigidly 
governed by the criteria for economic justification which the Bureau has con- 
sistently prepared for the Congress, and by the requirements of law, specifically 
section 9 (a) of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939. 

The Fort Peck dam was separately authorized for navigation by the Rivers 
and Harbors Act of August 30, 1935, and the Fort Peck power production and 
transmission facilities were authorized by the act of May 18, 1938. The Flood 
Control Act of December 1944, which authorized the Missouri River Basin project, 
created a physical interrelationship of features which requires integrated 
rather than separate economic and engineering determinations of power system 
rates. The magnitude of power production from Fort Peck powerplant influences 
and is influenced by water storage, release and production of the five additional 
larger projects downstream on the Missouri River. Transmission properties of 
the Fort Peck project interconnect at several points with transmission properties 
of the Missouri River Basin project. Energy in large quantities is interchanged 
frequently between projects. The market area for the two projects is not dis- 
tinguishable by subdivisions on the basis of power source. It follows from these 
facts that rate determination cannot be on the basis of dual computations. 

With further reference to the matter of authorization, the plans presented in 
S$. Doc. 191, 78th Congress, contemplated the incorporation of the Fort Peck 
project as an integral part of the Missouri River Basin project. This includes 
the Fort Peck reservoir as well as the power plant. There are a number of 
references to the Fort Peck facilities in S. Doe. 191 that support the inclusion 
of the Fort Peck project in the Missouri River Basin project, some of which 

follow: 

: (1) From page 115: 

“The reauthorization of the Fort Peck dam on May 18, 1938, was for the 
purpose of improving navigation on the Missouri River and for other purposes 
incidental thereto, including power. The plan herein presented makes irriga- 
tion a primary use of water, and substitutes other storage downstream for the 
Fort Peck Reservoir, to serve navigation and other purposes.” 

(2) From page 116: 

“Water stored in the Oahe Reservoir will be available for navigation purposes 
on the lower river, as a substitute for water taken from the Fort Peck Reservoir 
for irrigation and other purposes.” 

(3) From the discussion of main stem storage on page 116: 

“By the construction of these three reservoirs, the river will be sufficiently 
regulated to control floods, develop all power possibilities, eliminate silt, create 
enormous recreational possibilities, permit the use of Fort Peck Reservoir for 
irrigation, * * *” 

(4) From the discussion of Missouri River pumping plants on page 117: 

“These pumping plants will be served with electrical power for pumping fronr 
‘the Fort Peck powerplant.” 

(5) From the discussion of the Missouri-Souris diversion on page 114: ; 

“Power required to pump the water over the divide near Grenora will be 
developed at the Crosby and Des Lacs powerplants, but for short periods the 
powerplant at Fort Peck will be drawn upon to assist these plants to the extent 
of 30,000 kilowatts.” 

The Fort Peck powerplant is included in a tabulation of the Missouri River 
Basin project, “Hydroelectric plants to be operated for firm power” on page 136 
of S. Doc. 191; and also in a second tabulation of plants to be operated” * * ® 
for seasonal power.” 

A similar tabulation on page 141 includes the Fort Peck plant showing installed 
capacity, annual generation, and costs. In reference to this tabulation it is 
stated: 

“The costs of facilities to be used in the production of firm power, and the 
distributions of such costs, are summarized in the following table, in which 1940 
costs were used.” 
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From the same page: 

“Two plants, one at Fort Peck and one on the Tongue River, will be used 
chiefly to generate power for pumping, but each will yield some firm power. 
The costs of those two powerplants are divided, an appropriate part being 
charged to power.” 

Also the Fort Peck power transmission line system is shown on drawing 
58—D-495, page 138, as an integral part of the proposed Missouri River Basin 
project transmission system. The power production from Fort Peck is included 
with the production of the proposed Missouri River Basin project plants through- 
out the discussion of power on pages 134 to 142, inclusive. 

From the references above, it is clear that. the plans presented in 8. Doc. 191 
incorporated the Fort Peck project as an integral part of the Missouri River 
Basin project.. 


8. Status of repayment of construction costs allocable to power 


The report states that definitive agreements have not been executed between 
the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation for an allocation of a share 
of revenues as return of reimbursable power costs to corps constructed and oper- 
ated powerplants on the main stem of the Missouri River. It indicates further 
that until this determination is made, it is not possible to ascertain the amounts 
of revenue applicable to return of reimbursable costs of the Bureau constructed 
and operated plants. 

To afford the basis for showing the status of repayment of the Government’s 
investment in water resource development in Missouri Basin, and a financial 
evaluation of operating results, it recommends that agreements be reached and 
negotiated between the agencies. 

Comments.—For several years the Bureau of Reclamation has prepared a Mis- 
souri River Basin project power system average rate and repayment study. The 
studies consolidate the operations, costs, revenues and investments of the Bureau 
‘and the Corps of Engineers in the Missouri River Basin. Detailed working 
papers, on file in the Bureau of Reclamation, segregate specifically all the data 
applicable to each agency. 

For the first 10 years of operation of the Fort Peck project the Bureau of 
‘Reclamation prepared the Fort Peck project annual report for the Congress under 
provisions of the act of May 18, 1938. This is a complete financial statement of 
the project involving both agencies, on the basis of standard accounting pro- 
cedures. This report was fully informative on the status of repayment and was 
a matter of public information. It was discontinued under the provisions of 
Public Law 706, 83d Congress, 2d session, approved August 30, 1954 (H. R. 6290). 

During this 10-year period and subsequently there has been no need for or 
purpose to be accomplished by an agreement between the Bureau of Reclamation 
and Corps of Engineers on allocation of revenues. 

The Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers comply in full 
and individually with the reporting requirements of the Federal Power Com- 
mission by the submission of the annual FPC Form 1 report on operations. 

The department has serious doubts respecting the usefulness of separate 
reporting of Corps-originating and reclamation-originating revenues to the Con- 
gress or to the public. Moreover, a degree of arbitrary assignment of revenue 
would be required. In the first place, Corps power production and Bureau 
production are integrated in order to maximize system output of energy of the 
highest commercial value. Most Federal powerplants in the Missouri River 
Basin are interconnected, and it is intended that in a very few years all will be 
interconnected. Thereupon it will be impossible to identify the source of all 
energy sold by energy class, such as firm, nonfirm, and irrigation pumping, 
and by powerplants contributing to the system total. In the second place, a 
major share of the Bureau of Reclamation transmission investment is in facilities 
designed to market energy generated at Corps powerplants. Were it possible to 
associate precisely the income value of energy generated at Corps powerplants, 
such income should not accrue entirely to the Corps and appear on that agency’s 
financial statements because it could not be realized without the expenditure of 
over $100,000,000 to transmit the energy from the Missouri River plants to the 
load centers. Here again an arbitrary assignment of revenue to transmission 
plant would be necessary due to the benefit-creating function which -this trans- 
mission plant performs. But, here again, this transmission plant is or will be 
interconnected and fully integrated with Bureau of Reclamation generation, serv- 
ing each agency jointly but in an indeterminate monetary degree. 
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The department considers that the consolidated statement of the financial 
and repayment status of the Missouri River Basin project and associated works 
is consistent with the physical and operating facts and accurately and informa- 
tively reflects the results of these works. ; 


6. Classification of preconstruction costs of Bureau of Reclamation as con- 
struction work in progress. 


This comment has been previously included in audit reports, and as pointed out 
in this report action has been taken to establish standard practices and procedures 
which will overcome the objection raised. The Bureau has already acted in 
removing significant amounts from the construction category and returning them 
to an investigations status. Examples are Narrows, Shoshone Extensions, 
Moorehead, and Missouri division units, all of which are mentioned in the report. 
Future actions will be consistent with this, and in the case of units moving from 
an investigations to a construction category for the first time, such action will 
be taken when physical construction is certain. 

The Bureau is conducting studies to determine appropriate and justifiable costs 
which may be classified either as abandoned or deferred. When this determina- 
tion has been made, appropriate adjustments will be effected. 

7. Financial integration of power systems in Missouri River Basin 

The report indicates that power revenues resulting from integrated operation 
of the western division, Missouri River Basin project, power system are appor- 
tioned without reference to quantity of power delivered to the system, and that 
consolidated operation does not disclose actual financial results of the individual 
projects. It recommends that the Department obtain specific legislative author- 
ization for the consolidation of power operations and that the basis for allocation 
to participating projects of power revenues be reviewed. 

Comments.—The Department has previously furnished comment and reference 
in this matter. Relative to obtaining specific legislative authorization for these 
consolidations, reference is made to pages 1072 to 1074, inclusive. Hearings of 
the Subcommittee on Appropriations, House of Representatives, for fiscal year 
1953. It is the position of the Department that this complete disclosure to the 
Congress in 1953 and similar presentations in subsequent years of the administra- 
tive steps which were taken to accomplish power system integration is entirely 
proper and sufficient without further specific enactment by the Congress. 

With respect to the basis of revenue distribution to participating projects, the 
Bureau of Reclamation has, as the audit report states, followed the procedure of 
allocating predetermined repayment amounts based on the 1951 average rate and 
repayment studies. The governing principle involved is that repayment of par- 
ticipating projects should be not less or no more financially favorable than was 
forecast prior to integration with the Missouri River Basin project. Payments 
during the first 3 years of integrated operations were designed to assure this 
principle. 

During the first 3 years of integrated operation, however, it became apparent 
that the energy contributions by projects to the system were not, for various 
physical reasons, in accordance with energy forecasts which were the basis for 
1951 revenue and repayment studies. These physical circumstances gave rise to 
inequitable payments among projects. Therefore, the method of revenue dis- 
tribution was modified, effective in FY 1956, the fourth year of integrated opera- 
tion, so as to relate the payment directly to energy generated and delivered to the 
system. The principle of full and equal financial soundness of each project was 
maintained by computation of a rate sufficient to meet all costs and obligations 
as estimated prior to integration, with provision for review at 5-year intervals 
and for minor rate adjustments if necessary. This modification in procedure has 
proven satisfactory, and it should answer the objections of the auditors. The . 
Bureau of Reclamation was aware of this situation which now has been im- 
proved through normal review processes and procedural changes. 


8. Federal power service to Government installations 


The report states that the overall advantage to the Federal Government would 
have been greater if power had been furnished the Great Falls air base from 
Federal power facilities in the area, rather than permitting service to be estab- 
lished from the privately-owned utility. It recommends that an agency in the 
Executive Department should be designated to review and enfore the making of 
arrangements that would provide lower power costs to the Government’s operat- 
ing installations and increased power revenues to Federal power installations. 
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Comments.—In this instance it is felt that the General Accounting Office 
auditors generalized from a particular situation. The Bureau of Reclamation 
offered service to the Air Force at the Rainbow substantion, 14% miles from the 
air base, and at the standard Fort Peck project rate schedule. The Air Force 
desired service at the air base which: would have required construction of 1% 
miles of low-voltage line. Construction of the line would have been a departure 
from system-wide Departmental policy limiting service to customers at major 
Bureau substations. To federally construct the additional facility would have 
involved added investment, an inconsistency in established and well-known policy, 
and a dangerous precedent which in the long run could result in an over-all in- 
crease in Federal costs in serving preference-type customers far in excess of the 
amount of money involved in this instance. In addition, such action would 
not have improved public relations. The privately-owned utility owned a dis- 
tribution line to the air base. The outcome in this case was that the Air Force 
rented the utility’s line for $450 per month and contracted with the utility for 
energy at exactly the same price as the Fort Peck rate level—with a saving to the 
Air Force over the original company offer (before the Bureau of Reclamation was 
considered as a supplier) of $21,000 annually in the power bill. The Air Force 
expressed written appreciation to the Bureau of Reclamation for effectuating a 
saving in energy costs without investment outlay by the Federal Government. 


9. Expenditures at Fort Peck project, Montana, not subject to annual congres- 
sional approval 

As expressed in previous reports, the General Accounting Office feels that 
receipts of the project are available for expenditure without review or control 
by the Congress. It suggests that the Congress may wish to provide annual 
appropriations for power operations and, in addition, a reasonable amount as a 
continuing fund to defray emergency expenses and to insure continuous operation. 

Comments.—The Department’s previous response in this matter notes that the 
auditor’s reports state that the permanent annual appropriation is not subject 
to Congressional review. Previous departmental response also indicates that 
this statement is not entirely factual from a budgetary standpoint. While the 
act of May 18, 1938 (52 Stat. 403, 16 U. S. C. 833), authorizes expenditures of 
revenue from the sale of electric energy at Fort Peck project without Congres- 
sional action, it should be noted that data on the program and financial status is 
clearly set out in the President’s budget each year. 

In accordance with requirements of Budget Bureau Circular A-11, “Instruc- 
tion for Preparation and Submission of Annal Budget Estimates,” the following 
statements are prepared reflecting actual data for the last completed fiscal year 
and: estimates for the current and budget years and submitted to that Bureau: 
. Statement of sources and application of funds. 

. Statement of income and expenses. 

. Statement of financial condition. 

. Working capital changes. 

. Accrued expenditures. by objects. 

. A narrative justification of work proposed in the budget year. 
. Program schedule is also furnished upon request. 

These statements are reviewed in detail by Budget Bureau examiners and with 
the expection of items 4 and 6 above are printed in the President’s United States 
Budget annually. Copies of the United States Budget are made available to all 
members of the Congress. In addition, the justification material submitted to 
the Appropriation Committees of the Congress included a statement on the Fort 
Peck project, including a comparison of the estimate of expenditures for the cur- 
rent and budget years. 

Therefore, data is available for review and consideration by Aopieoyeta tee 
Committees and other members of the Congress in connection with this project. 
The Congress has accepted such data and it is apparent that it is satisfied with 
the operation of the project as performed by the Bureau. 

In addition, the Congress has by recent legislation authorized precisely the 
same procedures for the upper Colorado storage project as are now in practice 
on the Fort Peck project. It is a satisfactory acceptable and efficient procedure 
which in this case is being administered carefully and scrupulously by the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation. In recent years similar procedures have been adopted by 
other agencies with the approval of Congress. 


AATF WOH 
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10. Power revenues applicable to participating projects of the western division 


The report notes that western division power revenue receipts allocated to par- 
ticipating projects are returned to the Treasury by the Missouri River Basin 
project, and that revenues are recorded as an investment account transaction as 
cost or property transferred to or from projects. It is recommended that formal 
fund transfers be made from Missouri River Basin project to each participating 
project to more accurately reflect financial status of each. 

Comments.—Little is to be served by a detailed identification within the area 
of reclamation power activities of the source of receipts to the relcamation fund 
of the Treasury. Direct return by Missouri River Basin project, rather than 
roundabout return through the projects gain nothing from the standpoint of the 
reclamation fund accounting, and it would involve additional accounting. Net 
investment—the more useful and informative account on Reclamation’s books 
than the total investment account—would remain exactly the same under either 
procedure. And under either procedure the Sngsciel status of participating proj- 
ects is equally clear and complete. 


11. Deposit of revenues of Corps projects into reclamation fund 


The report states that receipts from the sale of power generated at the Fort 
Randall project constructed and operated on the main stem of the Missouri River 
by the Corps of Engineers are deposited by the Bureau of Reclamation to the 
credit of the reclamation fund. The Flood Control Act of 1944 (16 U. S. C. 825s), 
provides that moneys received from disposal of power generated at Corps projects 
shall be deposited in the Treasury of the United States as miscellaneous receipts. 

Recommendation is made that the General Accounting Office be furnished with 
a citation or authority for depositing these receipts into the reclamation fund. 

The question raised concerning the depositing of these receipts into the rec- 
lamation fund is under review by the solicitor’s office. Upon receipt of a ruling 
on this matter, your office will be advised by separate letter. 


12. Accounting and financial policies. 


With respect to the recommendation contained on page 13 of the report, it can 
be stated that these matters, together with other pertinent problems, are receiv- 
ing current consideration of the interior cost allocation and financial practices 
committee. Our views with respect to accounting and financial policies cannot 
be determined until such time as the committee’s recommendations have been re- 
ceived and considered by the Department. 


Suballocations of power investment. 


Regarding the suballocation of the power investment between commercial 
power and irrigation pumping power, the report indicates that the construction 
of power facilities usually precede construction of irrigation facilities and dur- 
ing the interim the power to be used ultimately for irrigation is sold as “com- 
mercial power.” The report continues that reservation of 20 percent of power 
capacity for irrigation will not be necessary until the irrigation construction 
catches up with the power development. It is stated further that the method 
used for the Bureau does not give adequate consideration to the factor of energy 
uses. The report points out that on the premise that irrigation pumping has first 
call on available energy and that firm energy can be provided for, irrigation 
pumping will use about 9.4 percent of the total electric energy. The report con- 
cludes that a method of suballocation that takes into consideration the lag in con- 
struction of irrigation facilities and the load characteristics of pumping demands 
would be more realistic. It suggests that the use of stages in construction de- 
velopment, 5 or 10 year periods for example, should provide such a method. 

The suballocation of the power investment to reflect plant-in-service for com- 
mercial power and irrigation pumping power is based upon the ratio of simul- 
taneous peak pumping demand in kilowatts to system dependable capacity after 
ultimate project development. This method rests upon the premise that a portion 
of the investment in power facilities is made to meet irrigation requirements; 
hence, a portion of the plant-in-service is reserved for irrigation use. Application 
of the auditors’ recommendation will create technical problems in handling shift- 
ing investments in both payout studies and in accounting operations. This prob- 
lem, however, has been recognized in the past and is receiving continuing study. 


92088—57—-pt. 124 
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Accounting for accrued leave. 


The report states that leave should be accrued and charged to costs as earned. 

The letter of October 6, 1950, to the Secretary of the Interior from the Comp- 
troller General approving the accounting system for the Bureau of Reclamation 
states: “This problem of accounting for accrued leave is under consideration by 
this office for the Government as a whole. At the present time there is no legal 
authority to fund leave, i. e., to charge an appropriation account in a fiscal year 
for leave accrued but not taken.” No advice has been received of the results of 
this study nor has any legal authority to fund leave been provided. 

The lack of any legal authority to fund leave is of primary importance insofar 
as the Bureau is concerned. The project is the accounting entity and the Bureau 
policy. is to obtain reimbursement from the project for expenditures made from 
reimbursable funds. As no provision may be made for funding accrued leave, 
expenditures for unliquidated accrued leave cannot be made from the project 
appropriations. 

At the time the Bureau’s uniform system of accounts was ‘submitted to the 
Comptroller General for approval it was acknowledged by representatives of the 
General Accounting Office that the primary concern of that office was to see that 
a uniform method of costing leave was adopted by the Bureau. It was granted 
by such representatives that there were several methods of costing which would 
achieve this purpose. 

The method suggested by the GAO would require an extremely close and con- 
stant check on the estimate of leave expense to be incurred. It wou'd be very 
difficult to anticipate the leave expense in connection with construction activity 
and especially when construction was ending. Normally at such times there 
would be appreciable amounts paid in terminal leave. However, such is not al- 
ways true. Furthermore, no purpose would be served by accrual of leave for 
nonreimbursable appropriations such as general administrative expense, soil 
and moisture conservation, and Colorado River development fund. 

Other objections are (1) leave is liquidated at a rate different from that at 
which it was accrued whenever a change of pay occurs, (2) leave sometimes is 
not taken and lapses without liquidation, (3) leave is sometimes liquidated by 
some other agency when transfers out occur, and (4) leave is sometimc<s liqui- 
dated which was accrued from service with some other agency when transfers 
in occur. 4 

The Bureau has adopted a policy of costing leave as taken by charge to clear- 
ing accounts with a periodic distribution on an equitable basis. It is believed 
this policy is satisfactory and meets the needs of the Bureau and requirements 
of law. ; 

Nore.—Items 4 and 5 under “Principal Findings and Recommendations” per- 
tain to the Corps of Engineers and have not been replied to. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington 25, D. C., April 22, 1957. 
Mr. A. T. SAMUELSON, Director, 
Civil Accounting and Auditing Division, 
General Accounting O fice, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. SAMUELSON: Your letter of November 8, 1956, referred to the then 
proposed General Accounting Office audit reports for fiscal year 1955 on the 
Missouri River Basin and the Central Valley Basin upon which the Department’s 
comments had been requested and your letter reiterated a request for the De- 
partment’s views on three specific matters. The three matters referred to were 
whether legislation was required to include to Fort Peck project as an integral 
part of the Missouri River Basin project in determining overall economic feasi- 
bility and payout, whether revenues from the sale of power generated at the Fort 
Randall development of the Corps of Engineers should be deposited in the recla- 
mation fund, and a similar question with respect to revenues received in con- 
nection with contracts for irrigation service from Pine Flat Dam, a Corps of 
Engineers development of the Kings River in the Central Valley Basin of 
California. 

In our letter to you of November 26, 1956, respecting the then proposed Missouri 
River Basin audit report for fiscal year 1955 we commented at some length regard- 
ing the status of the Fort Peck project in relation to overall Missouri River Basin 
xconomic studies, payout analyses, and average rate studies. We believe these 
comments dispose of any question of the Department’s views on the necessity for 
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legislation. We have noted in this regard the general observation in footnote 2 
at page 15 of the audit report as transmitted to the Congress on December 3, 
1956, that the Department’s comments of November 26 were received too late to 
be evaluated in the formulation of the findings and recommendations included 
in the audit report. 

The comments contained in our letter of November 26 might be expanded by 
noting that the Missouri River Basin project economic analysis has, of course, 
been brought to the attention of the appropriate committees of the Congress and 
that the legislative committees have moreover taken cognizance of this analysis 
in reporting on legislation relating to the Missouri River Basin project. See in 
this connection the reports of the House and Senate Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committees on the legislation reauthorizing the Farwell unit of the Missouri 
River Basin project, Public Law 952, 84th Congress, approved August 3, 1956. 
The reports are identified as H. Rep. 2595 and S. Rep. 2532, 84th Congress, 2d 
Session. 

Accordingly and consistent with our comments of November 26, we do not view 
further specific legislation as necessary to the continued inclusion of the Fort 
Peck project in our economic analyses and payout studies as we have been doing. 

The second inquiry concerns the question of the deposit of revenues from the 
sale of power generated at the Fort Randall project. The same issue is, of course, 
presented with respect to other Department of the Army projects in the Missouri 
River Basin which were authorized as a part of the overall Missouri River Basin 
project by section 9 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 891). 

After further consideration of the question, we are inclined to agree that a 
portion of revenues from the sale of power of the Missouri River Basin project 
appropriately allocable to these Corps of Engineers developments should be de- 
posited in the general fund of the Treasury to the credit of miscellaneous receipts. 

We wish to make clear, however, that we do not premise this conclusion on the 
applicability to the Missouri River Basin project of the provisions of section 5 
of the Flood Control Act of 1944, and in the light of the emphasis in the audit 
report as well as in your letters to section 5, we believe it desirable to make some 
comments thereon as well as to state our conclusions in relation to the narrower 
question relative to the deposit of revenues. 

The audit report quite correctly notes that the undertakings of the Departments 
of the Interior and the Army dealt with in section 9 of the Flood Control Act of 
1944 constitute interrelated, component parts of a single, integrated program 
(audit report, pp. 1 and 2; see also pp. 18-24). And the report likewise recognizes 
that basic to this program as authorized by the Congress is, of course, the appli- 
cation, against total project irrigation costs not returned from other sources, of 
power revenues, including revenues from Corps of Engineers generated power, 
in excess of the costs allocated to power (audit report, pp. 24, 47). 

It has been the longstanding position of the Department that in proceeding to 
dispose of power from the Corps of Engineers developments authorized by section 
9 of the 1944 act, as well as from the Bureau of Reclamation power developments 
therein authorized, and in the establishment of rate schedules and payout 
analyses the Bureau of Reclamation is proceeding under the authority of section 
9 (c) of the 1944 act, which in turn provides for the applicability of the Federal 
reclamation laws on a basin-wide basis. 

While the audit report and your letters, as above indicated, make reference to 
section’ 5 of the 1944 act in discussing this question and in certain other 
respects relative to the role of the Federal Power Commission, the audit report 
likewise refers to our position that section 9, rather than section 5, is the ap- 
plicable provision of law. See, for example, pages 30, 32, and 104 of the audit 
report. 

Tn these references, the patricular issue under discussion is the role of the 
Federal Power Commission in rate making in the Missouri River Basin and the 
report suggests that the Congress may wish to clarify the question of the ap- 
plicability of sections 5 and 9 (c). It is, of course, the position of this Depart- 
ment that section 5 has applicability neither to the issue of the Department’s re- 
sponsibilities for rate making in the Missouri River Basin project nor to the issue 
of the deposit of revenues. . 

The question of the applicability of section 5 to the Missouri River Basin 
project was discussed in testimony before the Jones Committee (the subcommittee 
to study civil works of the House Public Works Committee) in its 1952 hearings. 
See Hearings No. 82-17, “Study of Civil Works,” part 3, pages 399-400; 447-448; 
504-505. The Jones Committee made no recommendations by way of legislation 
or otherwise on this point. 
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That the Department has consistently proceeded to establish rate schedules and 
market power in accordance with the requirements of the reclamation law in the 
Missouri River Basin project has long been a matter of record. We see no 
reason to conclude at this date that section 5 of the Flood Control Act is 
applicable. 

While section 5 is not regarded as controlling on the issue of the deposit of 
power revenues from Corps of Engineers developments in the Missouri River 
Basin in our continued analysis of the provisions of section 9 of the Flood Control 
Act considered in the light of the authorizing reports and the provisions of the 
Federal reclamation laws respecting the deposit of revenues, we do not find a 
sufficiently firm basis for the deposit of such moneys into the reclamation fund. 
Accordingly revenues will be deposited in the general fund of the Treasury in ac- 
cordance with allocation procedures and principles which the Department will 
develop. It might be observed in this connection that the determination of the 
basis for such distribution is itself a question of considerable complexity in view 
of the integrated nature of the projects, the extensive transmission plant con- 
structed by the Bureau of Reclamation under reclamation law and other similar 
factors. It is, in this context, perhaps an oversimplification to approach the 
problem of apportionment in terms of revenues received from the marketing 
of energy developed at Corps of Engineers plants per se. 

The third question relates to the deposit in the reclamation fund of revenues 
received in connection with contracts for irrigation service from Pine Flat Dam. 

Pine Flat Dam is one of a number of Corps of Engineers developments from 
which the Bureau of Reclamation is now or will in the future dispose of irrigation 
benefits pursuant to the provisions of section 8 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 
(48 U. 8. C. 390). 

As in the case of the Corps of Engineers power developments discussed in the 
answer to the second question, we fail to find in the Federal reclamation laws or in 
the pertinent authorizing documents a sufficiently clear basis whereunder revenues 
received in connection therewith (other than as they may relate in part to works 
constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation) may be deposited in the reclama- 
tion fund and such revenues will, therefore, be deposited in the general fund of 
the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. 

We regret the delay in responding to your requests and trust that the foregoing 
will clarify the position of the Department on the oy apap that have been 
raised. 

Sincerely yours, . 

(Signed) D. Orrs Bras.ey, 

Administrative Assistant Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR, 

Washington 25, D. C., January 18, 1950. 

M-36022 

Memorandum. 

To: The Secretary. 

From : The Solicitor. 

Subject { Power rates—Missouri River Basin project. 


The Commissioner of Reclamation has submitted to the Secretary a “Report 
on Proposed Interim Rate Schedules for Missouri River Basin Project.” The 
Commissioner has requested that the Secretary approve the five interim sched- 
ules contained in the report (Exhibit I-V) for use in a designated part of the 
area comprised within the Missouri River Basin project. 

Former Secretary Krug asked me to consider the propriety of the proposed rate 
schedules from the legal standpoint. 

The proposed schedules are based on rate studies for the purposes of which it 
has been assumed that a number of hydroelectric power plants (report, pp. 21, 
22), with a given installed capacity, will be constructed in the Missouri River 
Basin pursuant to section 9 of the Flood Control Act of December 22, 1944 (58 
Stat. 887, 891). Of the hydroelectric plants, five (Fort Randall, Gavins Point, 
Garrison, Oahe, and Big Bend) are to be constructed by the Corps of Engineers, 
Department of the Army, and one, the Fort Peck plant, is now in operation under 
the administration of the Corps of Engineers. (I shall hereafter refer to the 
hydroelectric plants at Fort Randall, Gavins Point, Garrison, Oahe, and Big 
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Bend as the “Army plants,” and this term will not include the Fort Peck plant, 
which requires special consideration. ) 

One of the standards used in formulating the rates embraced in the proposed 
schedules is that the power revenues must be adequate to pay, inter alia, the 
“reimbursable irrigation costs’ of the Missouri River Basin project “which ean- 
not reasonably be repaid by water users or from other revenues” (report, p. 6). 
The employment of this standard assumes, of course, that the revenues from 
the sale of power generated at the Army plants and at the Fort Peck plant may 
properly be used, together with the revenues derived from the sale of power 
generated at plants constructed in the basin by the Bureau of Reclamation, for 
the purpose, among others, of meeting part of the reimbursable costs of the 
project allocated to irrigation. This is based upon the premise that the Depart- 
ment of the Army is required to turn over to the Department of the Interior 
‘ for disposition all the power generated at the Army plants and at the Fort Peck 
plant, and not needed in the operation of those installations; and that the De- 
partment of the Interior, in the marketing of such surplus power, is governed 
by the provisions of the reclamation laws relating to this subject (43 U. S. C., 
1946 ed., sec. 485h(c¢) ). 

The disposition of power generated at the Fort Peck project is governed by the 
provisions of the special legislation relating to that project, and revenues de- 
rived from the sale of such power are not available to meet reimbursable irriga- 
tion costs. 

Section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 governs the disposition of surplus 
power generated at hydroelectric plants constructed by the Corps of Engineers, 
Department of the Army, in the Missouri River Basin under section 9 of that act. 

Revenues derived from the sale of power under section 5 of the Flood Control 
Act of 1944 cannot be used to meet any part of the reimbursable costs of a project 
which are allocated to irrigation. 

The legal question raised by the assumption mentioned in the preceding para- 
graph is not one of first impression in the Department. It was considered in a 
memorandum dated September 30, 1946, from Assistant Chief Counsel Schwab 
of the Bureau of Reclamation to the director of the branch of project planning 
of the Bureau. Mr. Schwab expressed the opinion that revenues derived from 
the sale of power generated at the Fort Randall dam (one of the Army plants) 
could not be applied to the repayment of costs of the Missouri River Basin 
project allocated to irrigation. The memorandum made it clear that Mr. 
Schwab’s conclusion applied to the revenues derived from the sale of power 
generated at any dam constructed by the Corps of Engineers in the Missouri 
River Basin under section 9 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, and to the Fort 
Peck power revenues as well. The chief counsel of the Bureau of Reclamation 
has stated that he concurred in Mr. Schwab’s opinion when it was prepared, and 
that he has not altered his view. On the other hand, the regional counsel for 
region 6 of the Bureau of Reclamation has expressed a contrary view in a 
memorandum dated September 2, 1949. 

Sections 5 and 9 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 887, 890, 891) are 
relevant to the question under consideration here. These sections provide as 
follows: 

“Seo. 5. Electric power and energy generated at reservoir projects under the 
control of the War Department [now the Department of the Army] and in the 
opinion of the Secretary of War [now the Secretary of the Army] not required 
in the operation of such projects shall be delivered to the Secretary of the 
Interior, who shall transmit and dispose of such power and energy in such 
manner as to encourage the most widespread use thereof at the lowest possible 
rates to consumers consistent with sound business principles, the rate schedules 
to become effective upon confirmation and approval by the Federal Power Com- 
mission. Rate schedules shall be drawing having regard to the recovery (upon 
the basis of the application of such rate schedules to the capacity of the electric 
facilities of the projects) of the cost of producing and transmitting such electric 
energy, including the amortization of the capital investment allocated to power 
over a reasonable period of years. Preference in the sale of such power and 
energy shall be given to public bodies and cooperatives. The Secretary of the 
Interior is authorized, from funds to be appropriated by the Congress, to con- 
struct or acquire, by purchase or other agreement, only such transmission lines 
and related facilities as may be necessary in order to make the power and energy 
generated at said projects available in wholesale quantities for sale on fair and 
reasonable terms and conditions to facilities owned by the Federal Government, 
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public bodies, cooperatives, and privately owned companies. All moneys re- 
ceived from such sales shall be deposited in the Treasury of the United States 
as miscellaneous receipts. [16 U. 8. C., 1946 ed.,. sec. 825s.] 


“Sec. 9. (a) The general comprehensive plans set forth in House Document 
475 and Senate Document 191, Seventy-eight Congress, second session, as revised 
and coordinated by Senate Document 247, Seventy-eighth Congress, second ses- 
sion, are hereby approved and the initial stages recommended are hereby au- 
thorized and shall be prosecuted by the War Department and the Department of 
the Interior as speedily as may be consistent with budgetary requirements. 

“(b) The general comprehensive plan for flood control and other purposes in 
the Missouri River Basin approved by the act of June 28, 1938, as modified by 
subsequent acts, is hereby expanded to include the works referred to in paragraph 
(a) to be undertaken by the War Department; and said expanded plan shall 
be prosecuted under the direction of the Secretary of War and supervision of 
the Chief of Engineers. 

“(c) Subject to the basin-wide findings and recommendations regarding the 
benefits, the allocations of costs and the repayments by water users, made in said 
House and Senate documents, the reclamation and power developments to be 
undertaken by the Secretary of the Interior under said plans shall be governed 
by the Federal reclamation laws (act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and acts 
amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto), except that irrigation of Indian 
trust and tribal lands, and repayment therefor, shall be in accordance with the 
laws relating to Indian lands. 

*(d) In addition to previous authorization there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated the sum of $200,000,000 for the partial accomplishment of the 
works to be undertaken under said expanded plans by the Corps of Engineers. 

“(e) The sum of $200,000,000 is hereby authorized to be appropriated for the 
partial accomplishment of the works to be undertaken under said plans by the 
Secretary of the Interior.” 

Senate Document 191, which is referred to in subsection (a) of section 9, 
may be described generally as the detailed plan of the Bureau of Reclamation 
for the Missouri River Basin, and House Document 475 may be described as the 
plan of the Corps of Engineers for the basin. Senate Document 247 contains 
joint reports from the 2 agencies looking to the elimination of conflicts between 
the engineering features of the 2 plans. 


A 


I shall first consider the question whether revenues derived from the sale of 
power generated at the Army plants may be used to meet part of the reim- 
bursable costs of the Missouri River Basin project allocated to irrigation. The 
matter of the power from the Fork Peck plant will be reserved for special 
consideration. 

If the authority of the Secretary of the Interior to dispose of power generated 
at the Army plants is derived from section 5, then, for reasons which [ shall 
give later, power revenues from these plants cannot, in my opinion, be used to 
meet any part of the reimbursable irrigation costs of the Missouri River Basin 
projects. If, on the other hand, the source of the Secretary’s authority for the 
marketing of power generated at these plants is found in subsection (c) of 
section 9, a portion of the power revenues may, under the reclamation laws, be 
used for an irrigation subsidy (see 43 U. S. C., 1946 ed., sec. 485h (c)). 

The language of section 5, if considered alone, seems to provide a ready solu- 
tion for the problem mentioned in the preceding paragraph. The phraseology 
used by Congress to indicate the scope of the section is plain and unambiguous. 
The section clearly purports to cover the marketing of the surplus power gen- 
erated at all reservoir projects under the control of the Department of the 
Army. No exceptions are provided for, either expressly or by implication. The 
Army plants in the Missouri River Basin will, of: course, be parts of “reservoir 
projects under the control of the War [Army] Department” and, hence, clearly 
seem to be within the plain coverage of section 5. 

However, a special statutory provision prevails-over a provision dealing in 
general terms with the same subject as that covered by the special provision. 
Kepner v. United States, 195 U. S. 100, 125 (1904) ; Missouri v. Ross, 299 U. S. 
72, 76 (1936). The question arises whether subsection (c) of section 9, in pro- 
viding that the “power developments to be undertaken by the Secretary of the 
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Interior under plans shall be governed by the Federal reclamation laws,” is a 
special provision covering the disposition of the surplus power generated at all 
plants constructed in the Missouri River Basin under section 9, including those 
constructed by the Army, thus removing the surplus power generated at the 
Army plants in the basin from the scope of the general language contained in 
section 5, or whether the only power covered by subsection (c) of section 9 is 
that generated at reservoir projects of the Bureau of Reclamation in the basin. 

It will be noted in this connection that section 9 (a) approved “the general 
comprehensive plans” of the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation 
“set forth in House Document 475 and Senate Document 191, * * * as revised 
and coordinated by Senate Document 247 * * *.” The plan of the Bureau of 
Reclamation set out in Senate Document 191 clearly contemplated that the 
bureau would be the marketing agent for the surplus power generated at all the 
plants included in the plan, whether the plants and reservoirs might be con- 
structed by the bureau or by the Corps of Engineers. 

On the other hand, the plan. of the Corps of Engineers contained in House 
Document 475 proposed (p. 4) that “Plans for the production, transmission, and 
sale of hydroelectric power should be worked out with the cooperation of the 
Federal Power Commission.” Senate Document 247, the document revising and 
coordinating the previous plans of the two agencies, was silent on the matter 
of which proposal respecting the sale of surplus power from the Army plants in 
the basin should be adopted. In the light of this background, section 9 (c) does 
not itself provide a clear answer to the question whether Congress, in declaring 
that “power developments to be undertaken by the Secretary of the Interior under 
said plans shall be governed by the Federal reclamation laws,” was legislating 
only with respect to the generation, transmission, and sale of surplus power from 
the plants of the Bureau of Reclamation in the Missouri River Basin, or intended 
also to encompass the marketing of surplus power from the Army plants in the 
basin. 

Since the plain and inclusive language used by Congress in section 5 clearly 
covers in general terms the sale of surplus power from all Army reservoir projects, 
including the Army plants in the Missouri River Basin, whereas the ambiguous 
reference in section 9 (c) to “power developments to be undertaken by the Sec- 
retary of the Interior under said plans” does not expressly refer in clear language 
to the marketing of surplus power from the Army plants in the basin, I do not 
believe that section 9 (c) should be regarded as a special provision applying to the 
disposition of surplus power generated at Army plants constructed in the Missouri 
River Basin under the Flood Control Act of 1944 and necessarily excepting such 
power from the general provisions of law (i. e., see. 5) applicable to the marketing 
of surplus power generated at Army reservoir projects elsewhere. 

Accordingly, when House Document 475, Senate Document 191, Senate Docu- 
ment 247, and the first three subsections of section 9 are considered together, it 
appears that subsection (a) of section 9 was intended only to allocate the con- 
struction of the several parts of the Missouri River Basin project between the 
Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers; that subsection (b) was in- 
tended to apply to the parts of the project which were to be constructed by the 
Corps of Engineers; and that subsection (c) was confined to the parts of the 
project which were to be constructed by the Secretary of the Interior. Under 
this view, subsection (c) has no applicability to the marketing of surplus power 
from the Army plants. in the basin, and that subject is covered elsewhere in the 
act (i. e., in see. 5). 

The meager portion of the legislative history of the Flood Control Act of 1944 
that is pertinent to the issue under consideration here supports the view that sec- 
tion 5 is applicable to the marketing of surplus power from all Army reservoir 
projects constructed under that act, irrespective of where they may be situated 
and including, of course, the Army plants in the Missouri River Basin. 

The bill which became the Flood Control Act of 1944 was H. R. 4485, 78th Con- 
gress. Both sections 5 and 9 were added to the bill by amendments made in the 
Senate. Section 5 was the result of a committee amendment; section 9 resulted . 

‘from an amendment made on the floor of the Senate. Neither the committee 

report nor the debate in the Senate throws any light on the problem with which 

we are concerned. However, when the conference report on the bill was before 
the House, the following significant colloquy took place between Congressman 

Whittington, who was in charge of the bill, and Congressman Rankin regarding 

the Senate amendment that is now section 5 (90 Cong. Rec. 9282, 9283) : 

“Mr. RANKIN. Now, right on that point I want to ask the gentleman another 
question. I thoroughly. agree with that principle because it is fundamentally 





370 MISSOURI BASIN WATER PROBLEMS 


sound. That proviston applies to all projects provided for in the bill where power 
is to be generated, does it? 

“Mr. WHITTINGTON. Wherever generated by. the War Department. 

“Mr. RANKIN. All projects provided for in this bill? 

“Mr. WHITTINGTON. That is, that are constructed by the War Department. 
There may be in some of the reclamation projects power developed that will be 
disposed of in accordance with existing reclamation law. 

“Mr, RANKIN, Now, right there is one trouble we are up against. The coopera- 
tive power associations are having to pay higher rates for power generated at 
dams built by the Bureau of Reclamation than they are paying at other dams 
constructed by the Federal Government. I wondered why an exception was 
made as to them. 

“Mr. WHITTINGTON. We have made no exception. This bill deals with projects 
that are constructed by the Corps of Engineers. We have limited our amend-- 
ment, and I think properly, to those projects. ‘ 

“Mr. RANKIN. This applies to all proposed projects on the Missouri River, as 
I understand? 

“Mr. WHITTINGTON. Yes; to be constructed by the Chief of Engineers. 

“Mr. RANKIN. And also on the Connecticut River? 

“Mr. WHITTINGTON. Yes; to be constructed by the Chief of Engineers. 

“Mr. RANKIN. In other words, at all projects provided for in this bill, which 
‘generate electricity, the electricity is to be turned over to the Department of 
the Interior to be distributed to public bodies, which, of course, includes munici- 
pal bodies which own their own facilities—I presume that is right, is it not? 

“Mr. WuirTtineTon. Yes; to facilities owned by the Federal Government, 
public bodies, cooperatives, and privately owned companies. 

“Mr. RANKIN. In other words, all public bodies, whether: owned by the 
Federal Government, cooperative power associations, or municipally owned sys- 
tems, are to be able to purchase this power at such a rate as will amortize only 
that part of the development charged to power. That is correct, is it not? 

“Mr. Wuittineton. That is true with respect to all projects constructed by 
the Chief of Engineers. 

“Mr, RANKIN. In other words we do not propose to unload onto the power 
consumers the costs of flood control, navigation, and reclamation? 

“Mr. WHirttiIneTon. Not at all. I may say further in answer to the gentle- 
man’s question, there is preference to the public bodies and cooperatives in this 
bill and in this agreement, just as there is in the existing law passed by this 
body on the disposal of power at Bonneville.” 

Thus, the point now before us was squarely raised in the Congress, and 
the manager in charge of the bill on the floor of the House stated unequivocally 
that section 5 would govern the disposition of suplus power generated at all 
Army plants provided for in the bill, including those on the Missouri River. -I 
do not believe that this Department should take a contrary position in ad- 
ministering the provisions of section 5. 


B 


As I stated earlier in this memorandum, revenues derived from the sale of 
power under section 5 cannot, in my opinion, be used to meet any part of the 
reimbursable costs of a project which are allocated to irrigation. 

Section 5 directs the Secretary of the Interior to “transmit and dispose of 
such power and energy in such manner as to encourage the most widespread 
use thereof at the lowest possible rates to consumers consistent with sound 
business principles,” and, in drawing rate schedules, to have “regard to the 
recovery * * * of the cost of producing and transmitting such electric energy, 
including the amortization of the capital investment allocated to power over 
a reasonable period of years.” As I read these mandates, the Secretary is 
required to fix the rates at the minimum figures which will return the costs 
incident to the operation of the power facilities and permit amortization of the 
capital investment in such facilities within a reasonable period. This statutory 
requirement leaves no room for the adoption of an additional standard in the 
formulation of rates—such as the use of power revenues to meet part of the 
reimbursable costs of a project which are allocated to irrigation. 

Furthermore, section 5 expressly requires that revenues derived from the 
sale of power under this section shall be deposited in the Treasury as miscel- 
laneous receipts. This is clearly inconsistent with any proposal looking toward 
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the adoption, by administrative action, of a plan for the use of power revenues 
under section 5 as an irrigation subsidy. 


Cc 


The construction and operation of the dam, power plant, and appurtenant 
works at Fort Peck, and the distribution of the surplus power generated at this 
plant, are covered by special statutory provisions clearly and expressly applying 
to this project alone (16 U. 8. C., 1946 ed., ch. 12C). Hence, both section 5 and 
section 9 (c) of the Flood Control Act of 1944 are inapplicable to the marketing 
of the surplus power from Fort Peck. See Kepner v. United States, supra; 
Missouri v. Ross, supra. 

The special legislation relating to Fort Peck provides that the surplus power 
generated at this project shall be delivered by the Corps of Engineers to the 
Bureau of Reclamation for disposition (16 U. S. C., 1946 ed., sec. 8833). How- 
ever, the Bureau is not subject to the reclamation laws in the marketing of Fort 
Peck power and the use of the proceeds from this activity. On the contrary, the 
Fort Peck legislation specifically covers these subjects, and the provisions relat- 
ing to power rates and the disposition of power revenues (16 U. S. C., 1946 ed., 
rs. 833d, 833e, 833i) -are similar to those of section 5 of the Flood Control Act 
of 1944. 

Accordingly, for the reasons stated in part B of this memorandum, it is my 
view that revenues derived from the sale of power generated at Fort Peck are 
not available to meet any part of the reimbursable irrigation costs of the Missouri 
River Basin project. 

D 


I am constrained, therefore, to concur in the conclusions reached by Assistant 
Chief Counsel Schwab in his memorandum dated September 30, 1946, and to 
regard the proposed schedules of interim rates as unsound from the legal stand- 
point insofar as they rest upon the assumed availability of power revenues 
from the Army plants and the Fort Peck plant to meet part of the reimbursable 
costs of the Missouri River Basin project allocated to irrigation. 


Mastin G. WuireE, Solicitor.. 


Bittrnes, Mont., September 2, 1949. 


[Air mail, blue envelope] 

. To: Chief Counsel. 

From: Regional Counsel. 

Subject: Establishment of power rates—Missouri River Basin project. 


1. Please refer to your air mail, blue envelope letter of August 29, 1949. 
2. Enclosed is the original of my memorandum of September 2, 1949, ‘for 
submission to the solicitor. A copy is also enclosed for you. 
W. J. BURKE. 


Bruines, Mont., September 2, 1949. 


MEMORANDUM RE ESTABLISHMENT OF POWER RATES—MISSOURI RIVER BASIN 
PROJECT 


1. There has been prepared by the Burean of Reclamation for submission to 
the Secretary of the Interior a “Report on Proposed Interim Rate Schedules for 
Missouri River Basin Project.” The Commissioner of Reclamation recommends 
that the Secretary “approve the rate schedules contained in the * * * report for 
use by the Bureau of Reclamation in the marketing of Missouri River Basin 
project power in the market area generally described as North and South Dakota, 
central and eastern Nebraska, western Iowa, and western Minnesota.” 

2. The report is based on the theory that section 5 of the Flood Control Act 
of 1944 (58 Stat. 887) has no application to the electricity developed at the 
reservoir units of the Missouri River Basin project under the control of the 
Department of the Army. As a corollary, the report is a recognition, adminis- 
tratively, the the principle that the revenues earned by all of the electric plants 
of the Missouri River Basin project shall be used to amortize the reimbursable 
cost of the project, particularly the parts of the estimated cost of the units of 
the project under the control of the Department of the Interior that are beyond 
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the repayment ability of their beneficiaries, and, in addition, to amortize the part 
of the estimated project cost properly allocable to electric power. The chief 
counsel, Bureau of Reclamation, says the theory of the report and its corollary 
are unsound as to the legal aspect. The regional counsel, Region VI, Bureau 
of Reclamation, says they are not. Of the issues, and as to public policy, the 
soundness of the administrative interpretation of the Flood Control Act of 1944 
is the narrower; the support for the corollary is the broader. 

8. The question for debate pertains to public policy—a political question. 

(a) A congressional enactment to govern the development and uses of natural 
resources is the written expression of the will of the people as to a desirable 
public policy (Millett, The Process and organization of Government Planning 
(1947) at p. 11). 

(1) The Flood Control Act of 1944 is a declaration of public policy respecting 
the Nation’s rivers, it being so declared in section 1 and, as will be shown later, 
by the approval of the Congress of its own plan for the Missouri River Basin. 

b. In administering section 9 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 to carry out 


its public policy, the Secretary of the Interior acts as a “political or confidential: 


agent” of the President and his act is “only politically examinable.” Marbury v. 
Madison, 1 Cranch 137. (The Secretary of the Army is also an administrater 
but his acts are not presently relevant. ) 

(1) Political examination is had, in the first instance, by proper congressional, 
committees, then by the Congress, and, ultimately, by the American electors. 

4. The possibility of the question for debate developing as a justiciable ques- 
tion is remote. Massachusetts v. Mellon, 262 U. 8. 447. 

5. Assuming, for the purpose of argument, that the question for debate is 
justiciable, then the Secretary of the Interior must be prepared in a judicial 
proceeding to offer more in defense of his administrative interpretation of. the 
Flood Control Act of 1944 than the interpretation of his legal staff ; the opinion, 
at most, being evidentiary. 

a. The opinion of an attorney for an administrator as to an administrative 
interpretation is not, in a judicial proceeding, an official interpretation of the 
administrator, Bowles v. Dairymen’s League Co-op. Ass’n. 61 F. Supp. 358 
(D. C., 8. D. N. Y) ; and, while it is persuasive, it is not binding on the adminis- 
trator, Bowles v. Fruit Growers Co-op., 61 F. Supp. 745 (D. C., E. D. Wis.) 

b. The meaning of a legislative act may not be sought “in the purely legal 
interpretation by the administrator’s legal staff” because, among other reasons, 
of “the powerful position he properly stands in, of administrator for the Congress 
of one of its laws” [Emphasis supplied.] Fleming v. Belo Corp., 121 F. 2d 
207 (C. C. A. 5th). 

6. The strongest support, in a judicial proceeding, of the Secretary of the 
Interior’s administrative interpretation of the Flood Control Act of 1944 is 
evidence showing that he acted “with the advice of a staff specializing in its 
interpretation and application.” [Emphasis supplied.] Overnight Motor Trans- 
portation Co. y. Missel, 316 U. S. 572, 580, 86 L. ed. 1682 note 17 ;Nobel v. United 
States, 319 U. 8. 88; Colgate Co. v. United States, 320 U. 8S. 422; National Labor 
Relations Board v. Hearst Publications, 322 U. S. 111. 

a. The staff report here involved is such evidence. 

(1) As to the legal aspect, there is contrariety of opinion between the chief 
counsel’s immediate staff and the regional counsel, Region VI. 

(a) Thus, the chief counsel is in the position of having a legal opinion, from 
his staff, but with no expert witnesses on the Commissioner’ s staff to supply 
the factual support. 

(b) That such factual support, an important factor of the advice of a staff 
specializing in “interpretation and application,” is not available is strongly 
evidenced by the fact that the nonlawyer members of the Commissioner’s staff 
did not accept in the preparation of the staff report the legal opinion of the 
chief counsel’s staff, first given orally August 28, 1946, and confirmed in writing 
September 30, 1946. 

7. As to the legal aspect of the staff report there is this question: Is the 
Missouri River Basin project one project or a series of separate projects? 

a. The chief counsel’s immediate staff assumes the Missouri River Basin 
project is a series of separate projects. 

8. The series-of-separate-projects concept is a fallacy. 

a. It is not supported by the legislative history of the Flood Control Act of 
1944. 

b. It is not supported by the Flood Control Act of 1944. 








MISSOURI BASIN WATER PROBLEMS 373 


c. It is contrary to the administrative construction and practice of the Interior 
Department. 


d. It is not supported by the Congress in enacting the Interior Department 
appropriation acts. 

9. The series-of-separate-projects concept is not supported by the legislative 
history of the Flood Control Act of 1944. 

a. The Department of the Army (War Department), pursuant to section 1 of 
the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1927 (44 Stat. 1010), and section 10 of the Flood 
Jontrol Act of 1928 (45 Stat. 534, 538), submitted to the Congress the series of 
reports, popularly known as the 308—Reports, setting forth a general com- 
prehensive program for flood.control and other purposes in many of the Nation’s 
river basins. Of the series, H. Doc. 238, 73d Congress, 2d session, related to the 
Missouri River Basin. This program was approved by the Congress in the Flood 

Jontrol Act of 1938 (52 Stat. 1215, 1218). On May 13, 1943, the Committee on 
Flood Control, House of Representatives, adopted a resolution. 

“That the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, created under section 3 
of the River and Harbor Act approved June 13, 1902, be and is hereby requested 
to review the reports on the Missouri River contained in House Document No. 
238, Seventy-third Congress, second session, and House Document 821, Seventy- 
tixth Congress, third Session, with a view to determining whether any modifica- 
tion should be made therein at this time with respect to flood control along the 
main stem of the Missouri River from Sioux City, lowa, to its mouth.” 

This request was complied with and the resulting report became H. Doc. 475, 
78th Congress, 2d session. The Department of the Interior, by the Bureau of 
Reclamation, pursuant to section 9 of the act of August 4, 1989 (53 Stat. 1193), 
developed a comprehensive plan for the full conservation, control, and use of 
the water resources of the Missouri River Basin. This plan became S. Doe 191, 
78th Congress, 2d session. The initial action of the 78th Congress, 2d session, 
on the Missouri River Basin development was taken on H. R. 4485. In May 
and June 1944, extensive hearings before the Committee on Flood Control, House 
of Representatives, and the subcommittee, Committee on Commerce, United 
States Senate, were held. Although neither committee had jurisdiction over 
S. Doc. 191, it was presented to each for consideration in connection with H. R. 
4485, and Department of Interior officials appeared before each committee to ex- 
plain S. Doc. 191 in its relation to H. Doc. 475. <A related bill was H. R. 3961 
adopting and authorizing works of improvement : 

“Missouri River between Sioux City, Iowa, and the mouth; House Document 
No. 214, Seventy-sixth Congress : Provided, That such improvement when accom- 
plished shall not create any demand:‘on the water resources of the Missouri 
Basin over that now authorized by existing law ;” 

By this bill, it was sought to secure a 9-foot navigetion channel between Sioux 
City and the mouth of the Missouri. H. R. 4485 and H. R. 2961, in relation to 
S. Doc. 191, presented a confiict in the use of the Missouri River waters, par- 
ticularly between irrigation and navigation. A sharp controversy developed. 

b. From the hearings before a subcommittee of the Committee on Commerce, 
United States Senate, 78th Congress, ?d session, on H. R. 4485, and the hearings 
before the same committee of that Gongress on H. R. 3961, the following com- 
parison is made of the H. Doc. 475 plan, popularly known as the Pick plan, 
and the S. Doc. 191 plan, popularly known as the Sloan plan: 

(1) Each plan was a general comprehensive plan; neither was offered as the 
ultimate plan. ’ 

(2) The Sloan plan was not necessarily more comprehensive but its greater 
detail created, in some instances, conflicts with the Pick plan. 

(a) It was more detailed as to the Upper Missouri Basin but it did not con- 
flict with the Pick plan. 

(b) It was more detailed as to the Yellowstone River Basin and conflicted 
as to some of the reservoir units with the Pick plan. 

(c) It was in sharp conflict with the Pick plan as to the Missouri River, Fort 
Peck to Sioux City. 

(d) It was more detailed as to minor western tributaries but it is did not con- 
flict with the Pick plan. > 

(e) It was more detailed as to the Niobrara, Platte, and Kansas Rivers and it 
did conflict with the Pick plan as to several reservoir units. ; 

(f) It was identical as to the lower Missouri Basin with the Pick plan. 
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ce. The Pick plan, but not the Sloan plan, was before the Congress for authoriza- 
tion in H. R. 4485, 78th Congress, 2d session. 

(1) The Sloan plan was presented in May and June 1944 to.the subcommittee 
of the Committee on Commerce, United States Senate, as a comprehensive plan 
in contrast to the Pick plan. 

(a) In the presentation of the Sloan plan the importance of water for irriga- 
tion in the Western States, particularly the Missouri Basin, was emphasized. 

(i) The Pick plan, it was alleged, did not give the use of water for irrigation 
its proper value. 

(ii) The Pick plan, it was alleged, did not accord proper recognition to the 
laws of the Western States governing water rights. 

(2) The Corps of Engineers met the opposition to the Pick plan by cooperating 
and collaborating in the preparation of amendments to H. R. 4485 designed to 
(a) allay the fears of the irrigation proponents and (b) win authorization of 
the Pick plan. ‘ . " 

d. The Sloan plan was before the Congress for authorization in S. 1915, 78th 
Congress, 2d session. 

(1) The plan was examined by a Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
United States Senate, on September 26 and October 2, 1944. 

e. Before either the Pick plan or the Sloan plan was authorized by the Con- 
gress the plans were revised and coordinated on October 17, 1944, by representa- 
tives of the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation. 

(1) The revising and coordinating report was submitted on October 25, 1944, 
by the Commissioner of Reclamation and the Chief of Engineers to the Secretaries 
of Interior and of War. 

(2) The report was presented to the Congress by Senator O’Mahoney on 
November 21, 1944, and it became 8S. Doc. 247, 78th Congress, 2d session. 

(Attached as Exhibit A is a table showing (a) the comparison of the two 
plans and (b) the revised and coordinated plan.) 

f. While the revised and coordinated plan was submitted to the Secretaries 
of Interior and of War, it does not appear that either Secretary gave his formal 
approval: (See p. 22, pt. 3, hearings, subcommittee, Committee on Appropria- 
tions, House of Representatives, 79th Congress, 1st sess., Interior bill, 1946.) 

g. Approval of the plan of the Congress for the Missouri River Basin develop- 
ment was not given in the language of either H. R. 4485 or in the language 
of S. 1915, but in the language of section 9 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 (58 
Stat. 887) ; and the conclusion is compelled that the Missouri River Basin project 
is not a series of flood control projects under the control of the Army and a 
series of reclamation projects under the control of the Department of the Interior 
with power developments incidental to each of the projects, but that the Missouri 
River Basin project is one project developed by the Congress with the assistance 
of the experts of the Pick and Sloan plans and the assistance of the experts 
who revised and coordinated those plans into the general comprehensive plan 
approved in section 9 (a) of the Flood Control Act of December 22, 1944. In 
short the Missouri River Basin project is a plan of the Congress and not separate 
plans of the Denartments of Interior and of the Army (Cong. Rec., vol. 90, 
No. 184. nn. 8607-8724, Nov. 28, 1944, and vol. 90, No. 574, pp. 9414-9415, 
Dec. 12, 1944). 

(Attached as Exhibit B is the Missouri Basin nrovision in H. ®. 4485 to 
authorize the Pick plan and S. 1915 to authorize the Sloan plan.) (The fact that 
the Congress designated the Denartments of the Interior and of the Army (War) 
as joint administrative agencies is nothing new. The Panama Canal was a 
joint public endeavor of two independent agencies, the Engineering Corps of 
the Army and the Army Medical Corps—perhaps the Public Health Service. 
Colone! Gorgas, the doctor, was as important to the objective obtained as Colonel 
Goethals, the engineer.) 

16. The series-of-projects concept is not supported by the Flood Control Act 
of 1944. ; 

a, The Sloan nlan was a one-project plan. This is clearly evidenced by Sloan’s 
testimony on 8. 1915: 

“The plan must be considered as one project for the whole basin. Any time 
you break it down into individual projects and try to consider the economic 
values of a partienlar project you run into trouble in allocating the benefits of 
those various large multiple-purpose features of the plan.” (At p. 40, hearings, 
subcommittee, Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, U. S. Senate, 78th 
Cong., 2d sess.) 
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_ Also by the Board of Review’s report to the Commissioner of Reclamation at 
pp. 10-16 of S. Doc. 191 (attached as Exhibit C). 

b. The Pick plan was a one-project plan. This is clearly evidenced by H. Doe. 
475, particularly paragraphs 45, 46, and 47 at pages 28 and 29 of H. Doc. 475 
(attached as Exhibit D). 

ec. The revision and coordination of the two plans by section 9 (a) of the 
act simply resulted in a new version of the one-project plan envisioned by both 
Pick and Sloan. 

d. The one-project plan having been approved by the Congress, it was, of course, 
desirable to fit into that plan the comprehensive plan for flood control and other 
purposes in the Missouri River Basin approved by the act of June 2, 1938 
(52 Stat. 1215, 1218), and this was accomplished by section 9 (b) of the act. 

e. Section 9 (c) of the act does not negate the one-project plan. The solution 
of the problem of distributing the electric power to be developed by the project 
firmly supports this conclusion. Among the findings of the Board of Review was: 

“The low-cost power to be developed should be given the widest possible distribu- 
tion for the benefit of the whole region. This could be accomplished best by cloth- 
ing the Bureau of Reclamation with the responsibility for its distribution and 
sale. Preference in sales should be given to public bodies and cooperatives” 
(8S. Doe. 191, p. 12). 

Among the recommendations of the Board was: 

“That the Bureau of Reclamation under the direction of the Secretary of the 
Interior make all arrangements for the sale and distribution of electric energy 
generated at all hydroelectric developments hereafter constructed by any Federal 
agency within the basin as defined in the report, and be authorized to construct, 
operate, maintain, and improve such electric transmission lines and substations 
as it finds necessary or desirable in connection therewith” (S. Doc. 191. p. 16). 

At no time during the presentation to the Committee on Flood Control of the 
House of Representatives and to the Subcommittee of the Commitee on Commerce 
of the United States Senate of the Pick and Sloan plans was there any opp»sition 
to the finding and recommendation of the Board of Review respecting the sale and 
distribution by the Department of the Interior of the electric energy generated at 
all hydroelectric developments of the project. On the contrary, the Corps of 
Engineers, to meet the opposition of the irrigation interests to the Pick plan and to 
win approval of that plan, cooperated and collaborated in the preparation of 
amendments to H. R. 4485, one of which became section 5 of the Flood Control Act 
of 1944. Hence, it is clear that the “power developments to be undertaken by the 
Secretary of the Interior,” referred to in section 9 (c) of the act. mean the 
arrangements for the sale and distribution of electric energy generated at all hy- 
droelectric developments of the project, such developments to be governed, insofar 
as administratively practicable, by the Federal reclamation laws. And it is fur- 
ther clear from the legislative history of the act that section 5, insofar as it relates 
to the Missouri River Basin project, simply shows the omeniamenes of the pro- 
ponents of the Pick plan in the feature of the.Sloan plan that the electric energy 
generated at all hydroelectric developments of the project should be accomplished 
by the Department of the Interior, to the end that low-cost power could be pro- 
vided for the widest possible distribution for the benefit of the whole region: and 
to the further end that substantial contributions from power revenues ecu'd be 
had to assist in the repayment of other project features, as well as provide 'ow-cost 
power for irrigation pumping purposes. On the legislative history cf H. R. 
4485, the Secretary of the Interior has the same authority under the language 
of section 9 (c) of the act as he has under section 5 of the act, assuming that 
section 5 was not enacted. The enactment of section 5 simply clothes the Secre- 
tary of the Interior with the same authority for the distribution and sale of 
electric energy developed at dams under the control of the Army as he has in the 
Missouri River Basin project under section 9 (c) without the aid of section 5. 
In short, section 5, working companionately with section 9 (c), permits the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to distribute the project electricity into areas that might he 
considered outside the geographical limits of the project, and to bring into the 
project area electricity generated at dams under the control of the Army without 
the project. (The use of the words “plan” and “plans” in section 9 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1944 is not considered significant as a refutation of the one-project 
concept because the legislative history of the act so clearly shows such conc 
as the legislative intent. 50 Am. Jur., Statutes, sec. 256). 

11. The series-of-projects concept is not supported by the administrative con- 
struction and practice of the Interior Department. 
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a. In presenting the program for the Missouri River Basin to the subcommittee- 
tee of the Committee on Appropriations, House of Representatives, 81st Congress, 
ist session, on the Interior Department appropriation bill for. 1950, Assistant 
Secretary of the Interior Warne made it clear that the program was based on the 
1-project concept. Other like statements have been made by Mr. Warne. (At- 
tached as Exhibit E are Assistant Secretary Warne’s statements. ) 

b. It has been the administrative practice of the Department of the Interior 
since the enactment of the Flood Control Act of 1944 to present to the budget and 
to the appropriation committees of the Congress justifications on the 1 project 
concept. This practice is a matter of public record; the people know it. 

12. The series-of-projects concept is not supported by the Congress in enact- 
ing the Interior Department appropriation acts. 

a. The appropriation acts carry the item “Missouri River Basin” and the ap- 
propriation is always a lump sum, rather than an itemized appropriation for any 
particular “project” in the Missouri River Basin. Act of July 3, 1945 (59 Stat. 
318) ; act of July 1, 1946 (60 Stat. 348) ; act of July 25, 1947 (61 Stat. 460) ; act 
of July 31, 1947 (61 Stat. 695) ; act of June 29, 1948 (62 Stat. 1112). 

13. To construe section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 as applicable to see- 
tion 9 of the act, in effect, repeals section 9 by implication, or at least makes its 
administration by the Secretary of the Interior ineffective as to a large area of 
the Missouri River Basin. 

a. Assuming that section 5 of the act is applicable to section 9, then by induc- 
tion this principle is established: All sections of the act are applicable to section 
9%. Now, with this principle as a middle term, two syllogisms can be deduced: 

The act contains section 6. All sections of the act are applicable to sec- 
tion 9. Therefore, section 6 is applicable to section 9. 
The act contains section 8. All sections of the act are applicable ” sec- 
tion 9. Therefore, section 8 is applicable to section 9. 
(Of course, section 1 of the act is applicable to section 9 as it is to all obie 
projects approved in the act, of which there are many, and as it is, because of in- 
corporation by reference, to the projects authorized in the act of July 24, 1946 
(Public Law 526, 79th Cong., 2d sess. ).) 

What are the consequences? The gigantic reservoir units on the main stem of 
the Missouri are under the control of the Army. Hence, the Secretary of the 
Army is “to make contracts with States, municipalities, private concerns, or in- 
dividuals, at such prices and on such terms as he may deem reasonable, for do- 
mestic and industrial uses for surplus water that may be available at any reser- 
voir under the control of the War Department.” (sec. 6). The Secretary of the 
Army “determines, upon recommendation by the Secretary of the Interior that 
any dam and reservoir project operated under the direction of the Secretary of 
War [Army] may be utilized for irrigation purposes.” And, then, after the Sec- 
retary of the Interior has made feasibility report to the Congress under the 
Federal reclamation laws, and after “specifie authorization of the Congress by 
an authorization act,” he can construct, operate, and maintain the necessary irri- 
gation works to use the Army storage (sec. 8). These consequences, in effect, 
repeal section 9 of the act by implication, or at least make its administration by 
the Secretary of the Interior ineffective, in northeastern Montana and North and 
South Dakota. Thus, the Sloan plan is destroyed and the Pick plan is vitiated. 
The revision and coordination accomplished by the Congress in the Flood Control 
Act of 1944 becomes a legislative ghost. 

14, On May 18, 1938, Congress enacted the Fort Peck Project Act (52 Shat. 403). 
This act was for the transmission and sale of electric energy generated at the 
Fort Peck project. It clothed the Bureau of Reclamation of the Department of 
the Interior with the authority to transmit and sell the electric energy. Section 
2 of the act provides: 

“* * * The form of administration herein established for the Fort Peck 
project is intended to be provisional pending the establishment of a permanent 
administration for Fort Peck and other projects in the Missouri River Basin.” 

The Fort Peck project is in the Missouri River Basin. Section 9 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1944, as contemplated by section 2 of the Fort Peck Act, establishes 
a permanent administration for the development of the Missouri River Basin. 
Therefore, the Fort Peck project is now a part of the Missouri River Basin. 
project. 

The consequences are: Both the Fort Peck storage and the Fort Peck power are 
assets of the Missouri River Basin project. That such was intended in the one- 
project concept is clear from the testimony of Sloan at page 36 of the hearings 
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before a subcommittee of the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, United 
States Senate, 78th Congress, 2d session, on S. 1915: 

“Coming down to North Dakota, we have had problems there similar to those 
in the upper region, in that we have had to make a selection of the area to be 
irrigated, limited by the amount of water which we thought could safely be 
taken without too much interference with the use of water in other States lower 
down. We provide in North Dakota for the irrigation of some 1,600,000 acres, 
most of which is in a territory in which irrigation has not been practiced here- 
tofore, but because of the precarious agriculture in the region, due to average 
scanty rainfall it is obvious that irrigation will be necessary and should be ¢ar- 
ried on. This 1,600,000 acres will be irrigated by the use of the Fort Peck res- 
ervoir which was primarily constructed for navigation but the benefits from 
which can be used to much greater advantage for irrigation inasmuch as we 
substitute other reservoirs down the stream to take care of the navigation re- 
quirements supplied by Fort Peck. By using Fort Peck Reservoir we irrigate 
some 330,000 acres in Montana below that reservoir and 1,000,000 acres in North 
Dakota, the remaining acreage in North Dakota to be irrigated on the tributaries, 
such as the Heart, the Knife, and the Cannonball, and by pumping directly from 
the Missouri on the lowlands along the river. 

“We do not use all of the capacity of Fort Peck for this development. Of the 
total of 18,000,000 acre-feet capacity, 10,000,000 acre-feet will remain to supple- 
ment the navigation requirements in the lower region. The balance would be 
used for the development of power and diversion to the large Missouri-Souris 
project. The canal takes out below Fort Peck and diverts to a reservoir in 
Montana out of which we pump to lift the water over the divide into the Dakota 
lands. The return flow from all of those lands is gathered in the Souris River 
and diverted to the Sheyenne and James Rivers in North Dakota for several pur- 
poses, one of them to restore the level of Devils Lake, which is a large recrea- 
tional and fishing lake which has been in existence in North Dakota prior to 
the last 20 years and has been gradually depleted, decreasing in size until it has 
virtually disappeared.” 

15. If section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 is applicable to section 9 of 
that act, then it becomes a lawyer's scalpel to sever from the development of the 
Missouri River Basin eastern Montana and North and South Dakota. The 
Missouri River compromise of October 25, 1944, is a historical failure. 

16. I respectfully submit that the theory of the “Report on Proposed Interim 
Rate Schedules for Missouri River Basin Project,” that section 5 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1944 is not applicable, and its corollary, as stated at page 1, are 
sound as to the legal aspect. } 

17. Approval of the interim rate schedules as recommended by the Commis- 
sioner of the Bureau of Reclamation is advised. 

W. J. BuRKE, 
Regional Counsel, Bureau of Reclamation, Region VI. 
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Exnuisit A 


Missouri River Basin 





Subdivisions _  H. Doe. 475 plan 8. Doce. 191 plan 


H. Doc. 475 plan and S. Doe. 191 plan compared 





Upper Missouri River Basin.| Units not designated, but | Brenner Reservoir, 15,000 acre-feet 
those desirable and neces- | Clark Canyon Reservoir, 150,000 acre-feet. 
sary provided for. Landon Reservoir, 15,000 acre-feet. 
. Kelly Reservoir, 5,000 acre-feet. 
Apex Reservoir, 3,000 acre-feet. 
Terry Reservoir, 10,000 acre-feet. 
Whitetail Reservoir, 6.000 acre-feet. 
Taylor Reservoir, 20,009 acre-feet. 
Bridger Reservoir, 16,000 acre-feet. 
Canyon Ferry Re: ,rvior, 2,000,000 acre-feet. 
Wells Reservoir, 2,600 acre-feet. 
Nilan Reservoir, 10,000 acre-feet. 
Newland Reservoir, 10,000 acre-feet. 
Tiber Reservoir, 915,000 acre-feet. 
‘| Wilson Réservoir, 160,000 acre-feet. 
Stanford Reservoir, 3,000 acre-f-et. 
Hobson Reservoir, 10,650 acre-feet. 
Ross Fork Reservoir, 6,700 acre-feet. 
Snowy Reservoir, 3,000 acre-feet. 
(For flood control, silt control, power, ir- 
rigation of 460,900 acres new lands, 208,700 
acres supplemental water. 





H. Doc. 475 plan and S. Doe. 191 plan revised and coordinated by 
‘8. Doc. 247, 78th Cong., 2d sess . 





ee nd cenmssasnade sah eerr Adopted because of more detailed study 
and of no conflict in plans. P 





H. Doc. 475 plan and 8. Doc. 191 plan compared 


Yellowstone River Basin....| Boysen Reservoir, 3,500,000 | Boysen Reservoir, 730,000 acre-feet. 
acre-feet. Mission Reservoir, 890,000 acre-feet. 
Lower Canyon Reservoir, | Kane Reservoir, 750,000 acre-feet. 
2,250,000 acre-feet. Yellowtail Reservoir, 470,000 acre-feet. 


(Each for flood control, irriga- | DuNoir Reservoir, 220,000 acre-feet. 
tion, navigation, power, and | Raft Lake Reservoir, 41,000 acre-feet. 
other purposes.) Soral Creek Reservoir, 25,000 acre-feet. 
Onion Flat Reservoir, 9,000 acre-feet. 
Badwater Reservoir, 7,500 acre-feet. 
Oregon Basin Reservoir, 150,000 acre-feet. 
Anchor Reservoir, 15,000 acre-feet. 
Lake Solitude Reservoir, 7,000 acre-feet. 
Red Gulch Reservoir, 13,000 acre-feet. 
Little Horn Reservoir, 50,000 acre-feet. 
Antelope Reservoir, 9,000 acre-feet. 
Sweetgrass Reservoir, 12,000 acre-feet. 
7 Mountain Reservoir, 150,000 acre- 
eet. 
Thief Creek Reservoir, 130,000 acre-feet. 
Sunlight Reservoir, 40,000 acre-feet. 
South Fork Reservoir, 25,000 acre-feet. 
Willow Park Reservoir, 9,700 acre-feet. 
Triangle Park Reservoir, 4,000 acre-feet. 
Bull Creek Reservoir, 14,000 acre-feet. 
Lake DeSmet Reservoir, 44,000 acre-feet. 
Smith Reservoir, 30,000 acre-feet. 
Middle Fork Reservoir, 50,000 acre-feet. 
Moorhead Reservoir, 390,000 acre-feet. 
(For flood control, silt control, power, irri- 
gation of 509,560 acres new lands, 204,500 
acres supplemental water.) i 





H. Doc. 475 plan and S. Doc. 191 plan revised and coordinated by 
S. Doc. 247, 78th Cong., 2d sess. 











Yellowstone River Basin....| Rejected................--.--- Adopted. 
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Missouri River Basin—Continued 


Subdivisions H. Doce. 475 plan 


8. Doce. 191 plan 


H. Doe. 475 plan and 8. Doc. 191 plan compared 


Missouri River—Fort Peck | Fort Peck Reservoir (con- 
to Sioux City. structed) to be operated as 
a eee reservoir 
primarily for irrigation when 
substitute storage is built 
on the Missouri River. 
Oahe Reservoir, 6,000,000 acre- 
feet. 
Fort Randall 
6,000,000 acre-feet. 
Garrison Reservoir, 17,000,000 
acre-feet. 
Oak Creek Reservoir, 6,000,000 
acre-feet. 
Gavins Point 
200,000 acre-feet. 


Reservoir, 


Reservoir, 


(For flood control, navigation, 
irrigation, power, domestic 
and sanitary purposes, wild 
life, and recreation.) 


Fort Peck Reservoir (constructed) to be 
used primarily for irrigation, also for 
navigation, flood .control, silt control, 
and power. 


Oahe Reservoir, 19,700,000 acre-feet. 

— Randall Reservoir, 5,100,000 acre- 
eet. 

Big Bend Reservoir, 250,000 acre-feet. 


Medicine Lake Reservoir, 5,200,000 acre- 
eet. 
Crosby Reservoir, 230,900 acre-feet. 


Sheyenne Reservoir, nonactive capacity. 

Jamestown Reservoir, 890,000 acre-feet. 

(For fiood control, navigation, irrigation, 
pow silt control, recreation, munici- 
pal. 


H. Doc. 475 plan and S. Doc. 191 plan revised and coordinated by S. Doc. 
347, 78th Cong., 2d sess. 


Missouri River—Fort Peck | Oahe Reservoir—Rejected. 
to Sioux City. Fort Randall Reservoir—Re- 
jected. 


Garrison Reservoir—Adopted. 


Oak Creek Reservoir—Re- 
jected. 


Gavins Point 
Adopted. 


Reservoir— 


Oahe Reservoir—Adopted. 
| Fort Randall Reservoir—Adopted. 


Big Bend Reservoir—Adopted. 
Medicine Lake Reservoir—Adopted. 


Crosby Reservoir—Adopted. 


Sheyenne Reservoir—Adopted. 
Jamestown Reservoir—Adopted. 





H. Doc. 475 plan and S. Doc. 191 plan compared 





Minor western tributaries...| Units not designated, but 
those desirable and neces- 


sary provided for. 


Alzada Reservoir, 70,000 acre-feet. 

Broncho Reservoir, 50,000 acre-feet. 

Heart Butte Reservoir, 110,000 acre-feet. 
Dickinson Reservoir, 7,000 acre-feet. 
Cannonball Reservoir, 40,000 acre-feet. 
Thunder Hawk Reservoir, 30,000 acre-feet. 
Shadehill Reservoir, 134,000 acre-feet. 

Blue Horse Reservoir, 50,000 acre-feet. 
Bixby Reservoir, 90,000 acre-feet. 

Green Grass Reservoir, 90,000 acre-feet. 
Edgemont Reservoir, 45,000 acre-feet. 
Angostura Reservoir, 160,000 acre-feet. 
Keyhole Reservoir, 276,000 acre-feet. 
Northfork Reservoir, 15,000 acre-feet. 
Rockyford Reservcir, 70,000 acre-feet. 

| (For flood control, silt control, power, irri- 
gation 212,980 acres new lands, 11,300 
acres supplemental water supply, and 
municipal.) 





H. Doe. 475 plan and S. Doc. 191 plan revised and coordinated by 8. 
Doe. 247, 78th Cong., 2d sess. 


Minor western tributaries 


92088—57—pt. 1——-25 


| 
Adopted because of more detailed study 
and of no conflict in plans. 
a 
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Missouri River Basin—Continued 





Subdivisions H. Doe. 475 plan 


8. Doc. 191 plan 





H. Doc. 475 plan and 8. Doe. 191 plan compared 





Niobrara, Platte, and Kan- | Kanopolis Reservoir. 
sas Rivers. Tuttle Creek Reservoir. 
Harlan County Reservoir. 


Cherry Creek Reservoir. 

(All of above authorized 1938 
and 1941 flood control acts). 

Medicine Creek Reservoir. 

Hale Creek Reservoir. 

Red Willow Reservoir. 

Enders Reservoir. 

Beecher Island Reservoir. 

(Total capacity 5,650,400 acre- 
feet for flood control, irriga- 
tion, and other purposes.) 

(Irrigable lands not specified, 
but for determination by 
later investigation.) 


H. Doe. 475 plan and 8. Doce. 191 


Kanopolis Reservoir, 432,000 acre-feet. 
Pioneer Reservoir, 34,000 acre-feet. 
— County Reservoir, 1,199,000 acre- 


Sw Reservoir, 118,000 acre-feet. 
Wray Reservoir, 7,000 acre-feet. 
Culbertson Reservoir, 170,000 acre-feet. 
Medicine Creek Reservoir, 32,000 acre-feet. 
Harvey Reservoir, 36,000 acre feet. 
Norton Reservoir, 16,000 acre-feet. 
Kirwin Reservoir, 174,000 acre-feet. 
Webster Reservoir, 165,000 acre-feet. 
Glen Elder Reservoir, 304,000 acre-feet. 
Wilson Reservoir, 262,000 acre-feet. 
Cedar Bluff Reservoir, 272,500 acre-feet. 
Narrows Reservoir, 660 000 acre-feet. 
Glendo Reservoir, 150,000 acre-feet. 
Plum Creek Reservoir, 384,000 acre-feet. 
Boelus Reservoir, 790,000 acre-feet. 
Davis Reservoir, 380,500 acre-feet. 
Dismal Reservoir, 30,000 acre-feet. 
Erickson Reservoir, 20,000 acre.feet. 
Loretta Reservoir, 15,000 acre-feet. 
(For flood control, silt control, irrigation 
1,284,060 acres new lands, 21,804 acres 
supplemental water.) 


lan rev og and A coordinated by S. Doc. 


247, 78th Cong, 2d 


Niobrara, Platte, and Kan- | Hale Reservoir—Rejected. 


Bonny Reservoir—Adopted. 

















sas Rivers. Beecher Island Reservoir—Re- | Pioneer Reservoir—Adopted. 
jected. Harvey Reservoir— Rejected. 
Enders Reservoir—Adopted. 
Except as noted, approved. Except as noted, approved. 
H. Doc. 475 plan and 8. Doc. 191 plan compared 
Lower Missouri....-.....--- The plans are identical, including 6 reservoirs and a series of levees and 
appurtenant works: 
Osceola Reservoir 
Chillicothe Reservoir 
Arlington Reservoir 
South Grand Reservoir 
Pomme DeTerre Reservoir 
Richland Reservoir 
(All above reservoirs authorized by the 1938 Flood Control Act.) 
H. Doc. 475 plan and 8. Doc. 191 plan revised and coordinated by S. Doc. 
247, 78th Cong., 2d sess. 
Lower Missouri Basin_----.- Adopted because plans identical. 





Exursit B 


H. R. 4485: 78rH ConGress, 2p SessIoN, Missourrt River BAsIN 


“The general comprehensive plan for flood control and other purposes in the 
Missouri River Basin approved by the act of June 28, 1938, as modified by subse- 
quent acts, is hereby expanded to include the plan of improvement for flood 
control, irrigation, power development, navigation, and other purposes, substan- 
tially in accordance with the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers in 
House Document No. 475, Seventy-eighth Congress, second session; and as ex- 
panded is approved ; and, in addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated the sum of $200,000,000 for the partial accom- 
plishment of the comprehensive plan as modified and expanded: Provided, That 
nothing in this act shall be construed as creating below Sioux City any demand 
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upon the water resources of the Missouri River Basin above Sioux City in excess 
of that now authorized by existing law; and provided further, That portions 
of the storage authorized for the main stem of the river shall be placed on 
tributaries if the Secretary of War and the Chief of Engineers find such action 
advisable for silt control and in order to make more water readily available 
for agricultural and industrial use without impairment of flood control below 
Sioux City and without increasing the authorized limit of cost.” 


[S. 1915, 78th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the undertaking of the initial stage of the comprehensive plan for 
the conservation, control, and use of the water resources of the Missouri River Basin 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Respresentatives of the United States 

of America in Congress Assembled, That the works representing the initial stage 

of construction for conservation, control, and use of the water resources of the 

Missouri River Basin, all as described in Senate Document 191, Seventy-eighth 

Congress, second session, a report prepared pursuant to the Federal reclamation 

law (act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and acts amendatory thereof or supple- 

mentary thereto), are hereby adopted and authorized and shall be prosecuted 
by the Secretary of the Interior as speedily as may be consistent with budgetary 
requirements, subject to such modifications as, in the discretion of the Secretary 
of the Interior, may be advisable for the most practicable effectuation of the 
plan for development of the Missouri River Basin. 

Sec. 2. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of any moneys 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such funds as may be necessary to 
carry out the purpose of this act. 


ExHIsBIT C 


[Excerpt from S. Doc. 191, 78th Cong., 2d sess.] 
BoarD OF REVIEW’S REPORT TO THE COMMISSIONER 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Denver, Colo., April 14, 1944. 
From: Board of Review. 
To: Commissioner. 
Subject: Report on Conservation, Control, and Use of Water Resources of the 
Missouri River Basin. 

1. Pursuant to instructions in your letter of February 2, 1944, the undersigned 
convened as a special board of review in Denver, Colo., April 10 to 13, 1944, to. 
consider the report of April 1944 on the conservation, control, and use of water 
resources of the Missouri River Basin, prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation 


staff of Region 6, assisted by consultants, and representatives of other Government’ 


agencies, The results of our review of the report are respectfully submitted 
herein. 

2. The water of the Missouri River system is a primary national resource 
which, up to the present time, had been inadequately controlled and developed. 
The two major problems of the basin are the control of devastating floods along 
the lower river and the stabilization of agriculture in the Dakotas and in eastern 
Montana. 

3. The river and its basin long have been studied by Federal, State, and other 
agencies, but until recently the studies have not been coordinated or sufficiently 
broad to comprehend and outline a unified plan for the conservation and beneficial 
uses of water so as to realize the greatest procurable economic returns and human 
benefits for the entire region. In our opinion, the report presents a plan which, if 
carried out, would adequately meet these objectives. It is a comprehensive plan 
for the highest beneficial use of the waters of the basin. It provides for flood 
control, navigation, irrigation, power development, domestic and industrial water 
supplies, silt control, recreational use of waters, conservation of fish and wildlife, 
and pollution abatement, and will assist in the restoration and maintenance of 
ground-water levels and inland lakes. 

4. The report is the result of long and intensive engineering, scientific, and eco- 
nomic study. The plan is technically and economically sound. It is not proposed 
or expected that the program as a whole should be undertaken immediately or at 
one time, but it should progress by starting with the parts that are urgently 
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needed and continue as rapidly as funds become available and economic conditions 
demand. The greatest benefits will be attained through coordination of the advice 
and work of all interested Federal, State, and local agencies. 

5. To the extent that the several functions of water control and utilization are 


. conflicting, preference should be given to those which make the greatest contribu- 


tion to the well-being of the people and to the areas of greatest need. To the ex- 
tent that the uses of water are competitive, the use of water for domestic, 


agricultural, and industrial purposes should have preference. The plan would > 


meet these objectives. 

6. In determining the justification for this development and the subdivisional 
features thereof, the report recognizes and the Board confirms the principle that 
a project or a broad development is justified if the total value of all the benefits 
to be derived from it exceeds the total cost, whether or not all costs can be re- 
covered from the direct beneficiaries. The report summarizes the benefits of 
the basin-wide project, and finds that they exceed the estimated costs in the 
ratio of 2.57 to1. The Board concurs in this finding. 

7. The agency with primary interest in the dominant function of any feature 
proposed in the plan should construct and operate that feature, giving full rec- 


’ ognition, in the design, construction, and operation, to the needs of other agencies 


with minor interests. All reservoirs where flood control and navigation are 
dominant should be operated by the Corps of Engineers, and where the flood con- 


trol and navigation functions are minor, the reservoirs should be operated in. 


accordance with regulations of the Corps so far as flood control and navigation 
are concerned. All irrigaion features should be operated by the Bureau of Recla- 
mation or its agents. All reservoirs in which irrigation, restoration of surface 
and ground waters, or power, is dominant, should be operated by the Bureau of 
Reclamation. Where these functions are minor, the reservoirs should be oper- 
ated under regulations of the Bureau of Reclamation so far as such functions are 
concerned. In like manner, agencies with jurisdiction over other functions 
should be recognized. The Bureau of Reclamation should construct and operate 
all power-transmission facilities, and should have the responsibility for the dis- 
posal of all power generated. 

; IRRIGATION 


8. Land-use adjustments needed to stabilize the agriculture of the basin and 
mitigate the effects of future droughts can best be promoted by progressive de- 
velopment of the irrigation potentialities of the area. In addition, hundreds of 
thousands of new residents of the area can be provided opportunities to establish 
homes and to earn for themselves an adequate level of living. Many projects 
will be of prime importance in any program for the rehabilitation or settlement 
of returning servicemen and dislocated war workers. Irrigation-water users 
should pay for the service rendered them an amount commensurate with the 
benefits they receive, and their payments should be based on ability to pay out 
of earnings of the irrigated land. Many of the project areas will be served with 
water by pumping. The power used in pumping will be provided from the sea- 
sonal output of installations proposed in the report. The power should be paid 
for as an integral part of operation and mainenance charges, and the resulting 
operation and maintenance charges should be equalized throughout the area by 
integrating them with repayment charges and the total to the ability of the land 
served to produce returns for the farmer. 


POWER 


9. The average unit costs of power and energy for the power developments de- 
scribed in the report will be such as to accomplish the repayment of the construc- 
tion costs of power development within a reasonable period of years and, in addi- 
tion, will permit substanial contributions from power revenues to assist in the 
repayment of other project features as well as providing low-cost power for 
irrigation-pumping purposes. 

10. The market studies indicate the ability of the basin and contiguous areas 
to absorb in a relatively few years the power to be developed. The large number 
of comparatively high-cost fuel-burning generating plants now operating in the 
area offer exceptional possibilities for sale of a large quantity of hydroelectric 
power as fast as it can be developed. This situation exists because of the im- 
mediate opportunity to eliminate high fuel and other generating costs by energy 
replacement in some cases, and by complete retirement of obsolete plants in 
others. Growth of lead will soon absorb the balance of the output. 
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11. The low-cost power to be developed should be given the widest possible 
distribution for the ‘benefit of the whole region. This could be accomplished 
best by clothing the Bureau of Reclamation with the responsibility for its distri- 
_bution and sale. Preference in sales should be given to public bedies and 
cooperatives. 

FLOOD CONTROL 


12. The main-stream reservoirs in South Dakota, together with the reservoirs 
on the tributaries in eastern Kansas and in Missouri and the levee system, will 
provide the protection needed by the fertile bottom lands and the important 
cities along the Missouri River below Yankton. The will also aid in the control 
of Mississippi River floods below St. Louis. The reclamation plan supplements 
such flood control by the addition of a number of multiple-purpose reservoirs on 
tributaries of the Smoky Hill River and on the headwaters of the Republican 
River. 

13. On the headwaters of the Missouri River, and its western tributaries in 
the Dakotas, and on the headwaters of the Platte River, the reclamation plan 
provides necessary flood control in the areas most seriously menaced, in the 
main, through the operation of multiple-purpose reservoirs. 


NAVIGATION 


14. Navigation possibilities are limited to the Missouri River up to Sioux 
City. While the traffic on this stream has neyer been impressive even below 
Kansas City, the Missouri River carries potentialities as an important waterway 
in the future as Kansas City, Omaha, Sioux City, and their tributary areas 
continue to grow. The utilization of the stream as a waterway should be planned 
and such planning should be adapted to the flows to be expected with justified 
upstream development. The storage facilities contained in the reclamation plan 
provide the necessary stream regulation to insure a sustained and well-regulated 
flow through the years, regardless of the vagaries of precipitation. 


SILT CONTROL 


15. The control of silt is important in-many localities. The most urgent silt 
problems are in the Big Horn River Basin, but the problem is also serious in the 
Yellowstone River and its other tributaries as well as in the western tributaries 
of the Missouri River in the Dakotas. The storage control provided throughout 
the Missouri River system above Yankton will desilt the streams and eliminate 
most of the silt problems in connection with operations of irrigation and munici- 
pal water systems. The retention of the silt by those means will reduce the cost 
of maintaning the channels in the navigation section of the Missouri River and 
the Mississippi River below St. Louis. 


DOMESTIC, MUNICIPAL, AND INDUSTRIAL WATER SUPPLIES 


16. In many parts of the basin, surface waters are relied upon for domestic 
and municipal water supplies. In the future there will also be greater require- 
ment for industrial water supplies. Regulation of flows of many tributaries as 
proposed, and the diversion of water from the Missouri River into eastern North 
Dakota and the Red River Valley, and into the James River Valley in South 
Dakota, will benefit many cities, towns, and populous areas by increasing low- 
water flows and restoring ground-water levels. 

17. Some communities that depend on wells are faced with the necessity.of 
searching for new water sources because of lowering ground-water levels. The 
falling water tables have also dried up or reduced to stagnant pools many old 
lakes in the northern plains. The plan calls for the restoration of some of these 
lakes, and will also have a beneficial influence on water tables through perco- 
lation of water from canals, irrigated farms, and small stream channels. 


FISH, AND WILDLIFE 


18. The Missouri River Basin has areas of outstanding importance in the 
conservation of fish and wildlife. Notable among them are mountain fishing 
streams, and the waterfowl] refuges and breeding grounds in the northern plains. 
The development of the water resources of the basin will adversely affect some 
of the existing facilities, but it will also create exceptional opportunities for 
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expanding the fish and wildlife programs. No unnecessary injury should be in- 
flicted, and construction plans should include such safeguards as fish screens at 
canal and other intakes, hold-over conservation pools in reservoirs (for main- 
tenance of proper water elevations and stream flows during spawning and nest- 
ing seasons whenever practicable), and other good conservation practices. Fa- 
cilities destroyed or damaged should be replaced by others of equal utility as 
a part of the new construction in the conservation programs, wherever possible. 


RECREATION 


19. The basin includes parts of three great national parks, Yellowstone, 
Glacier, and Rock Mountain along the Continental Divide, numerous national 
forests, and many smaller recreational facilities ranging from fishing grounds 
in the mountains to historical sites on the plains; but there are large areas where 
recreational facilities are inadequate. The restoration of Devils Lake and the 
construction of the numerous proposed reservoirs will provide recreational op- 
portunities of major importance within these areas. These opportunities should 
be capitalized through stocking the lakes and reservoirs with fish, and providing 
facilities that will be needed to care for the public, such as campgrounds, boat 
landings, and shelters. 

POLLUTION ABATEMENT 


20. Along the Red River of the North, and in various other places within the 
basin, including some areas bordering the Missouri River itself; waters are 
polluted by discharge of untreated sewage into streams. In periods of low flow, 
pollution has become serious, threatening the safety of water.supplies and 
creating nusisances. Diversion of water into the Sheyenne River and thence 
into the Red River of the North will abate some of these conditions. So far as 
possible, sufficient low-water flows should be maintained throughout the basin 
to prevent dangerous pollution; but this should not be considered as a substitute 
for the treatment of sewage where necessary to maintain proper sanitary condi- 
tions and the use of stream flows for dilution of sewage should be held to a 
minimum. 

HYDROLOGY 


21. Reliable stream-flow records covering sufficient time to reflect. variations 
in flow are in a prerequisite to sound project planning to assure proper control 
and full utilization of the waters, and to avoid waste of construction funds on 
the one hand, and the hazards of water shortages, flood damages, and power 
shortages, on the other. No run-off records are available for many of the smaller 
streams, and on the larger streams the available records are often inadequate 
because of insufficient stations, particularly at critical locations. The present 
inadequate program of stream gaging being conducted by State and Federal 
agencies should be greatly expanded at once, to the end that the tentative project 
‘plans may. be confirmed or modified on the basis of more complete stream-flow 
records, before it becomes necessary to start construction. This situation is 
particularly applicable to the numerous small projects on the minor tributaries. 
The appropriations for the United States Geological Survey for stream-gaging 
work should be substantially increased, and the lack of available State appro- 
priations for matching Federal funds should not be permitted to delay a program 
at least sufficient to provide the needed records at many key Stations. 


DESIGNS AND ESTIMATES 


22. The project plan includes hundreds of major engineering works, such as 
dams and power plants, and thousands of important structures. The plans on 
which the estimates are based were necessarily of a preliminary nature. At many 
of the dam sites, exploratory work has been carried far enough to obtain de- 
pendable basic data. At other sites, further exploratory work must be under- 
taken before details of the structures can be determined and better estimates 
made. All the works proposed in the report are of the same general type which 
the Bureau of Reclamation has been constructing in the West since 1902, and no 
novel or unprecedented problem are involved. All cost estimates are tentative, 
and are subject to revisions in the light of further information which must be 
developed by exploratory work and detailed design studies before construction 
is undertaken. A lump-sum allowance has been included for contingencies for 
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unforeseen conditions, but no allowance has been included for major economic 
changes.. All estimates are based on costs as of January 1, 1940, and an ap- 
propriated factor will therefore have to be applied to conform such estimates 
to prices existing at the time the construction of any feature of the development 
is initiated. 

INITIAL CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


23. The following list of projects is submitted as the initial stage of an orderly 
program to effectuate a plan.of development presented in the report. The list is 
confined to projects or project features which should in the opinion of the Board, 
be constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation: 

Colorado: Transmountain diversion projects were not considered a part of this 
basin. 
Kansas-Nebraska : 
Bostwick. 
Cedar Bluff. 
Frenchman-Cambridge. 
Kirwin. 
North Republican (Wray) (Colorado-Nebraska). 
Pumping. 
Montana: 
Canyon Ferry Reservoir. 
Glasgow Bench pumping. 
Hardin (including Yellowtail Dam). 
Marias. 
Missouri-Souris (Montana division). 
South Bench. 
Yellowstone River pumping units. 
North Dakota: 
Heart River. 
Knife River. 
Missouri-Souris (North Dakota division). 
Missouri River pumping units (5). 
South Dakota: 
Angostura 
Grand River (Shadebill- Bluehorse). 
Oahe (James River). : 
Rapid Valley (including Brennan Reservoir). 
Wyoming: 
Big Horn pumping units. 
Big Horn project (Boysen Dam). 
Glendo Reservoir. 
Kortes. 
Owl Creek. 
Painbrock. 
Riverton. 
Shoshone project extensions. 
Power-transmission lines. 
. RECOMMENDATIONS 

It is recommended : 

(a) That the general plan for the development of the basin as contained in 
the report be approved subject to such modifications and changes as may be indi- 
cated, from time to time, as the plan is effectuated. 

(bv) That all works that may be authorized under the approved plan be con- 
structed, operated, and maintained by the Bureau of Reclamation under the direc- 
tion of the Secretary of the Interior wherever the dominant function of such 
works is other than navigation and flood control. 

(c) That the Bureau of Reclamation under the direction of the Secretary of 
the Interior make all arrangements for the sale and distribution of electric energy 
generated at all hydroelectric developments hereafter constructed by any Federal 
agency within the basin as defined in the report, and be authorized to construct, 
operate, maintain, and improve such electric transmission lines and substations 
as it finds necessary or desirable in connection therewith. 

(d@) That the initial construction program as hereinabove presented be adopted 
and that an appropriation of $200,000,000 be authorized for the prosecution of 
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construction work on the first stage of the program and for the continuation of 
investigations on the general plan of development. 
3 E. B. DEBLER, 
Chairman, Director of Branch of Project Planning. 
; S. O. Harper, 
Chief Engineer, Director of Branch of Design and Construction. 
H. F. McPuatt, 
Director of Branch of Power Utilization. 
, : W. F. KusBack, 
Director of Branch of Fiscal and Administrative Management, 
D. S. STUVER, 
Assistant Director of Branch of Operation and Maintenance. 


Exursit D 


House DocuMENT No. 475, 78TH CoNGRESS, 2D SESSION 


45. The comprehensive plan proposed herein would provide not only complete 
protection for this area against all past floods on the Missouri River, but would 
effect important reductions in flood stages on the lower Mississippi River. In 
addition to providing flood-control benefits on the Missouri and Mississippi Riv- 
ers, the comprehensive plan would also provide for the most efficient uti'ization 
of the waters of the Missouri River Basin for all purposes, including irrigation, 
navigation, power, domestic and sanitary purposes, wildlife, and recreation. 

46. Furthermore, the plan would provide many intangible benefits including : 

(1) The saving of lives. 

(2) The alleviation of human suffering. 

(3) A general stabilization of the economic life of the valley and of interstate 
commerce. 

(4) The encouragement of industrial and civic developments. 

47. The plan is unquestionably justified. 


ExHIsBiIt EB 
Excerpts From INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL FoR 1950 


Hearings Before the Subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations—House 
of Representatives, Eighty-first Congress—First Session—on the Interior 
Department Appropriation Bill for 1950 


PART 2 


Program from the Missouri River Basin 


Mr. Krgwan. Mr. Warne, will you please explain this request? 

Mr. Warne. Under the program that was adopted by the Congress in the Flood 
Control Act of 1944, all of the waters of the Missouri River and its tributaries, 
from the farthest reaches in northwestern Montana down to the juncture with 
the Mississippi, will be conserved and put to beneficial use through a series of 
reservoirs, power plants, transmission lines, irrigation facilities, canals, and navi- 
gable channels. 

In order to assure those multiple purposes, and also to provide as needed flood 
control, silt retention, pollution abatement, municipal water supplies, recreation, 
and favorable habitat for fish and wildlife, the Federal, State, and local agencies 
that are concerned operate in a carefully coordinated system. In accordance 
‘with the basic statutory provision provided by the 1944 act, the Corps of Engi- 
neers is building the main stem and certain tributary dams below Fort Peck in 
Montana, and will operate them for flood control and navigation. 

The Bureau of Reclamation is building the reservoirs on the upper reaches of 
the river and most of those on tributary streams, as well as the irrigation proj- 
ects, and the electric-power transmission lines. The Bureau of Reclamation 
through a single transmission backbone system will transmit and sell, with pref- 
erence to cooperatives and public agencies and on a uniform rate schedule, all of 
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the power generated in the entire project, including energy generated at Army 
dams as well as those constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

The comprehensive plan for the Missouri River Basin was adopted by the Con- 
gress, and it sets forth the objectives of the program, the works to be constructed, 
and the manner of financing and accounting for the expenditures and repayment. 
The program is formulated with a view to construction by the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation and the Corps of Engineers of all of the units described in Senate Docu- 
ment No. 191, as supplemented by the further engineering findings in Senate 
Document No. 247. Necessarily, the program contemplates that, where appro-. 
priate, alternative reservoirs and other facilities may be substituted for units 
described in the plan, and additional features and developments may also be un- 
dertaken in furtherance of the objectives as set forth in Senate Document No. 
191. Those physical aspects, although to a large extent accurately forecast in 
1944, were subject, of course, to improvement by development of additional en- 
gineering and other physical data. 

The principles of the Missouri Basin program as set forth in the basic docu- 
ments do not change with the accumulation of additional engineering informa- 
tion. The works are constructed to bring about the full productive use of all 
of the natural resources in a manner that will best meet the needs of the region 
and that will make the maximum contribution to the people living there, as 
well as to improve navigation and to provide flood protection. Among the bright- 
est promises of the project are that it will minimize ‘the impact of drought dis- 
- asters in the livestock and dry-farming economy of the Great Plains and will 
promote sound urban and industrial development, as well as light the farm- 
houses in the States where rural electrification had lagged farthest behind. 

The Bureau of Reclamation plans to build as rapidly as is feasible and as 
rapidly as funds are made available the major facilities under its jurisdiction 
for control and conservation of the waters of the Missouri Basin and its tribu- 
aries. Irrigation works and generating and transmission facilities are to be 
geared to the construction of the control and conservation works on which they 
are dependent. In establishing the priority for the construction of the irriga- 
tion and power facilities, a prime factor is the extent and manner in which 
such facilities will contribute to the overall land use and economy of the northern 
Great Plains. Other factors include securing suitable geographical distribution, 
the desire of local people for construction, and, in the case of irrigation works, 
readiness to assume an appropriate share of the reimbursable construction costs. 
And, of course, consideration must be given year -by year to national conditions 
that affect Federal budgetary policy, for in the Missouri Basin project we have 
undertaken a job so vast that it will be constantly a factor in national financial 
management. 

The Congress approved the comprehensive Missouri Basin plan in 1944 on the 
basis of the showing then made of the national and local benefits. The cost of 
construction to fulfill the primary control and conservation functions of the 
program—that is, to the main regulatory reservoirs and associated facilities of 
the Missouri River and its tributaries—is not a burden on the water and power 
users. The Congress has, however, required of the Secretary of the Interior that, 
in connection with the construction of irrigation, municipal water and power 
facilities, he provide for a return to the Treasury of an appropriate share of 
_their construction costs. That fair share of the costs of construction, which does 
not include the portions properly assignable to nonreimbursable functions such 
as flood control and navigation, is determined on a basin-wide basis which seeks 
to equalize the payments throughout the basin, taking into consideration the 
benefits received. With respect to any given unit, the amount to be returned 
to the Treasury by irrigation and power is determined in relation to the direct 
benefits that are to be obtained from all units theretofore or thereafter con- 
structed. Revenues from and returns for power produced at Missouri River 
dams constructed by the Corps of Engineers are included in these basin-wide 
determinations. In other words, the plan is one that is integrated in every 
respect. 

Without the pooling of the cost of individual dams, powerplants, and canals 
and for divisions on a basin-wide basis among the benefits—flood control, navi- 
gation, irrigation, power, municipal water supply, and so forth—for accounting 
and repayment purposes where the law required repayment, only a part of the 
Missouri Basin program could have been undertaken. No adequate program 
for irrigation in the high Plains States that are so frequently drought-stricken 
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could have been devised with piecemeal plans and programs. Inaction and no 
progress in 50 years proved that. In contrast, more than 120 dams and asso- 
ciated works are projected for construction under the adopted plan, and more 
than 26 units are already under way. Those include 20 divisions of the Interior 
plan and 6 of the Army. Almost 5,000,000 acres will receive irrigation water. 
A backbone transmission grid will reach from western Montana, where it will 
interconnect with the lines from power plants in the Columbia River Basin, 
through the Dakotas to southern terminals in Colorado, Nebraska, Kansas, and 
Iowa. That backbone grid will integrate the output of the main-stem dams at 
Garrison, Gavins Point, Fort Randall, with the generators at Canyon Ferry, 
Boysen, Kortes, and elsewhere throughout the basin, and it will interconnect 
with the Colorado-Big Thompson, Kendrick, and Fort Peck systems. The power- 
generation capacity that thus will be linked into a single grid will ultimately be 
in excess of 2,500,000 kilowatts. This will become a mighty factor in the strength- 
ening of the economy of the basin States. Computation cannot be completed until 
final costs are known, but Missouri Basin power prices are expected to put this 
energy in a relatively low-cost bracket. 


[Excerpt from hearings before a subcommittee of the Committee on. Appropriations, U. 8. 
Senate, 79th Cong., Ist sess., on H. R. 3024] 


(P. 939) 


Mr. Warne * * * Senate Document 191, 78th Congress, 2d session, the com- 
prehensive reclamation report, and Senate Document 247, 78th Congress, 2d 
session, the reconciliation report that brought the reclamation report and the 
Corps of Engineers’ Pick plan together, are of course, the basic documents of 
authorization, which was accomplished in section 9 of the Flood Control Act. 

Section 9 authorized the Department of the Interior to construct the initial stage 
of the Missouri River plan as set out in the basic documents. This initial stage 
is estimated to cost $451,000,000. Section 9 authorized the appropriation for the 
use of the Bureau of Reclamation of $200,000,000 for partial construction of the 
initial stage and for continuing the studies and preliminary work in connection 
with the whole plan, which it also approved. 

Section 9 also authorized the appropriation of $200,000,000 for similar purposes 
to the Corps of Engineers, but we are not concerned especially with that here, ex- 
cept to say that we have been establishing the liaison that will be required to 
achieve full coordination of our work. 

Very briefly, the Missouri River plan calls for construction of some 30 units 
in the initial stage, and sets our total of 90 reservoirs that eventually will be 
needed to control and utilize the water and related resources of the basin. 

The plan is not an irrigation plan, a power plan, or a flood-control, or navi- 
gation plan. It is comprehensive and truly multiple-purpose in its scope. It 
includes irrigation; hydroelectric power; flood control; navigation; domestic, 
municipal, and industrial water supply ; conservation of fish and wildlife; recrea- 
tional use of the waters; abatement of pollution; and minor purposes. 


[Excerpt from hearings before a subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations, U. 8. 
Senate, 79th Cong. 2d sess., on H. R. 6335] 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E. WARNE—RESUMED (PP. 883 AND 885) 


Senator Haypen. Who is going to speak for the Missouri River Basin, for the 
Reclamation Service? The final item to be considered under Bureau of Recla- 
mation is the Missouri River Basin. 

Mr. Warne. Mr. Chairman, I am prepared to do that. 


Increase requested and proposed use of funds. 


This request is to increase the $10,312,685 now provided by H. R. 6335 to the 
original amount recommended by the Budget Bureau of $23,783,600. The funds 
requested cover 29 subprojects or units scattered over 7 large States comprising 


‘the Missouri Valley, and for continuation of investigations under the general plan 


of development. These 29 units were all authorized by the Flood Control Act of 
1944 as an initial step in the Missouri Basin project. 

Repayment of costs of the Missouri Basin project are largely predicated on 
power revenues. These can only be secured if facilities are provided to permit the 
power to be sold. Otherwise, financial feasibility is adversely affected and bene- 
fits to the people in the area are not provided. 
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[Hxcerpt from hearings before the subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations, 
House of Representatives, 79th Cong., 2d sess., on the Interior Department appropriation 
bill for 1947, pt. 2] 

(P. 470) 


Mr. JENSEN. That is exactly why I am taking this time to question you gentle- 
men, to have a picture of the whole program and what it will do in black or 
white in these hearings so that they will understand when they read the hear- 
ings exactly what they may expect, and when they may expect relief from 
these terrible floods. 

I might also add that I think our colleque here proves that we do not have to 
have one or two men dictating the policies of that whole great Missouri Valley 
development, that you gentlemen and the Army engineers, with the full collabo- 
ration of the Geological Survey, can handle this thing in a proper manner and 
in the American way instead of having an empire within an empire with one or 
two men bossing the show. 

Will the Bureau of Reclamation market all of the power from all of the 
dams, whether the Army engineers build them or whether the Bureau builds 
them? 

Mr. WarNE. That is the plan. 

Mr. JENSEN. That is the plan. Just as it is in the southwestern area? 

Mr. WaRNE. Yes, sir; the Missouri Basin powerplants, whether built by the 
corps or the Bureau of Reclamation, will be tied in to a single operating plan, 
and the power will be handled as a single operation by the Bureau of Reclamation. 


(P. 444) 


Mr. Warne. * * * Construction will get under way early this spring. Work 
will get under way at three of our dam sites, and on the transmission line that 
will bring in power for construction purposes to the Garrison Dam site, which 
dam will be constructed by the Corps of Engineers. 

These funds provide for the extension of the program of engineering and 
economic or project development work, as well, to the whole of the approved 
general comprehensive plan of the Missouri Basin project. 

The Congress, as I have stated earlier, has approved the comprehensive plan 
for the development of the Missouri Basin. 

The Corps of Engineers is to do the flood-control work and the navigation 
work, and the Bureau of Reclamation and is to do the irrigation and the related 
resources development work and the power distribution. 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BuREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington 25, D. O., September 30, 1946. 


To: Director, Branch of Project Planning. 
From: Assistant Chief Counsel Schwab. 


‘ Subject: Use of revenues received from the distribution and disposal of power 


from dams constructed by the Corps of Engineers. 


1. Reference is made-to your memorandum of August 30, on the above sub- 
ject in which you refer to a conversation with Assistant Chief Counsel Will in 
Mr. Vernon’s office on August 28 and in which you ask these questions: 

(1) Can any of the receipts from the disposal of electric energy to be generated 
at Fort Randall dam be applied by the Department of the Interior or the 
Bureau of Reclamation to the repayment of irrigation costs? If so, what propor- 
tion, and by what methods? 

(2) Can any of the receipts from the disposal of electric energy to be generated 
at Fort Randall Dam be credited in any other manner, so far as the United States 
Government is concerned, to the repayment of irrigation costs? If so, what 
proportion, and by what methods? 

2. Confirming Mr. Will’s oral opinion in answer to these questions and con- 
firming also my own oral opinion given to Assistant Commissioner Markwell 
during the course of hearings on the departmental appropriation bill for fiscal 
year 1947, the answer to each of your questions is in the negative in the absence 
of legislation being secured which will permit of such a practice. 

3. While your questions are directed to the situation in connection with Fort 
Randall dam and powerplant, the situation at that dam and power plant is 











390 MISSOURI BASIN WATER PROBLEMS 


not unique. The same question arises in the case if power to be generated at all 
dams constructed by the Corps of Engineers in carrying out the Missouri Basin 
plan encompassed by House Document 475 and Senate Document 191, 78th 
Congress, 2d session, as revised and coordinated by Senate Document 247, 78th 
Congress, 2d session. I shall, therefore, discuss the situation generally under the 
entire Missouri Basin plan. 

4. The Missouri Basin development is, as you know, authorized by section 9 of 
the act of December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 887), popularly referred to as the Flood 
entre Act of 1944. Insofar as here material that authorization reads as 

ollows : 

Sec. 9. (a) The general comprehensive plans set forth in House Document 475 
and Senate Document 191, 78th Congress, 2d session, as revised and coordinated 
by Senate Document 247, 78th Congress, 2d session, are hereby approved and 
the initial stages recommended are hereby authorized and shall be prosecuted by 
the War Department and the Department of the Interior as speedily as may be 
consistent with budgetary requirements. 

(b) The general comprehensive plan for flood control and other purposes in 
the Missouri River Basin approved by the act of June 28, 1938, as modified by 
subsequent acts, is hereby expanded to include the works referred to in paragraph 
(a) to be undertaken by the War Department; and said expanded plan shall be 
prosecuted under the direction of the Secretary of War and supervision of the 
Chief of Engineers. 

(c) Subject to the basinwide findings and recommendations regarding the 
benefits, the allocations of costs and the repayments by water users, made in said 
House and Senate documents, the reclamation and power developments to be 
undertaken by the Secretary of the Interior under said plans shall be governed 
by the Federal reclamation laws (act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and acts 


amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto), except that irrigation of Indian - 


trust and tribal lands, and repayment therefor, shall be in accordance with the 
laws relating to Indian lands. 

5. The coordinating document, Senate Document 247, does not authorize appli- 
cation of electric power revenues from powerplants constructed by the Army 
in effectuation of Missouri Basin development to be applied against repayment 
of irrigation costs either by the Department of the Interior, or the Bureau of 
Reclamation, or by the United States Government if those entities can be sep- 
arated, which for this purpose is an impossibility. While subparagraph (c) of 
section 9 above quoted might seem to offer some hope of an affirmative answer 
to your questions, upon careful analysis that hope is seen to be chimerical. You 
will note that subparagraph (c), while authorizing basinwide findings and recom- 
mendations in regard to the allocations of cost and repayments by water users, 
applies that authorization to “reclamation and power developments to be under- 
taken by the Secretary of the Interior under said plans,” which are to be governed 
by the Federal reclamation laws. The phrase “power developments” as used in 
subparagraph (c) refers to the generation of power by the Secretary of the 
Interior through his agent, the Bureau of Reclamation, and the marketing of that 
energy by the Secretary of the Interior through his agent. It does not refer to 
power to be developed under the Army’s plan encompassed in House Document 
475 because that plan did not provide for generation at and marketing of power 
by the Secretary of the Interior from dams constructed by the Corps of Engineers. 
Thus the provisions for basinwide allocations of costs and repayments in relation 
to power developments refer exclusively to power developments undertaken by 

the Secretary of the Interior at dams which he is authorized to construct under 
the reconciled plan. 

As indicated above, House Document 475 and the coordinating document, Sen- 
ate Document 247, do not provide for marketing of energy generated at Army 
dams by the Secretary of the Interior. We must look elsewhere in the act of 
December 22, 1944, for that authority. That authority is found in section 5 of 
the act, which is as follows: 

“Sec. 5. Electric power and energy generated at reservoir projects under the 
control of the War Department and in the opinion of the Secretary of War not 
required in the operation of such projects shall be delivered to the Secretary of 
the Interior, who shall transmit and dispose of such power and energy in such 
manner as to encourage the most widespread use thereof at the lowest possible 
rates to consumers consistent with sound business principle, the rate schedule 
to become effective upon confirmation and approval by the Federal Power Com- 
mission. Rate schedules shall be drawn having regard to the recovery (upon the 
basis of the application of such rate schedules to the capacity of the electric 
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facilities of the projects) of the cost of producing and transmitting such electric 
energy, including the amortization of the capital investment allocated to power 
over a reasonable period of years. Preference in the sale of such power and 
energy shall be given to public bodies and cooperatives. The Secretary of the 
Interior is authorized from funds to be appropriated by the Congress, to construct 
or acquire, by purchase or other agreement, only such transmission lines and 
related facilities as may be necessary in order to make the power and energy 
generated at said projects available in wholesale quantities for sale on fair and 
reasonable terms and conditions to facilities owned by the Federal Government, 
public bodies, cooperatives, and privately owned companies. All moneys received 
from such sales shall be deposited in the Treasury of the United States as miscel- 
laneous receipts.” 


You will note that section 5 provides that energy generated at reservoir projects 
under the control of the War Department shall be delivered to the Secretary of 
the Interior who shall market the same in accordance with the provisions of sec- 
tion 5. As you know, the Secretary of the Interior by Order No. 2177, dated March 
27, 1946, has designated the Bureau of Reclamation as his marketing agent under 
section 5 for energy produced at Army dams in the Missouri Basin. This actiom 
in and of itself amounts to a construction of the act of December 22, 1944, by the 
Secretary of the Interior to the effect that section 9 (c) of that act is not applicable 
to energy generated at Army dams. Aside from the Secretary’s designation of the 
Bureau as his marketing agent being a construction of the act of December 22, 
1944, the lamguage of section 5 itself makes clear that revenues derived from sale 
of energy generated at Army dams cannot be applied against irrigation construec- 
tion costs. That section provides that rate schedules for such energy, which to- 
become effective require the confirmation and approval of the Federal Power 
Commission, shall be drawn “having regard to the recovery (upon the basis of 
the application of such rate schedules to the capacity of the electric facilities of 
the projects) of the costs of producing and transmitting such electric energy, in- 
cluding the amortization of the capital investment allocated to power over a rea- 
sonable period of years.” When this requirement is read in the light of a prior 
admonition of that section to the effect that the Secretary of the Interior shallk 
market such energy, in such manner as to encourage the most widespread use 
thereof at the lowest possible rates to consumers consistent with sound business: 
principles, it is clear that in the ratemaking process for this energy, possible ap- 
plication of power revenues toward repayment of irrigation costs is not to be con- 
sidered in determining the rates. Finally, that section requires that all. moneys 
received from sales of such energy by the Secretary of the Interior shall be de- 
posited in the Treasury of the United States as miscellaneous receipts. Revenues 
derived from energy sales under section 9 (c) of the Flood Control Act of 1944 
are governed by the reclamation laws which provide that they shall be deposited 
in the reclamation fund until the net power revenues are equal to the costs allo- 
cated to power to be repaid by power revenues. There are two distinct methods 
of handling power revenues one of which, applicable to the generation and market- 
ing of energy from dams to be constructed by the Secretary of the Interior, per- 
mits application of power revenues against irrigation costs, and the other, ap- 
plicable to power generated at dams to be constructed by the Army, which does 
not permit of such application. 

It might appropriately be added at this point that the provisions of section 5 
are not unique. They are adopted from similar provisions in the Lonneyille 
Project Act of August 20, 19387 (50 Stat. 731) and the Fort Peck Project Act of 
May 18, 1988 (52 Stat. 403). The situation under the Bonneville Act affords an 
interesting parallel. Under the Bonneville Project Act the Bonneville Power 
Administration markets energy generated at Bonneville Dam. Under an Execu- 
tive order of the President, the Bonneville Power Administration also markets 
energy from Grand Coulee Dam of the Columbia Basin project of the Bureau. 
Bonneville’s marketing of energy from the Bonneville Dam is governed by the 
Bonneville Power Act. Bonneville’s marketing of Columbia Basin energy is 
governed by the reclamation laws. This is exactly the same situation which 
will arise under the Missouri Basin development. The Bureau will, under the 
reclamation laws, be marketing energy from dams constructed by it in the 
Missouri Basin. The Bureau will also be marketing energy from dams con- 
structed by the Army in the Missouri Basin by designation of the Secretary of 
the Interior as his marketing agent, the designation of the Bureau being akin. 
to the designation of Bonneville by the President’s Executive order. Power 
revenues of the Bonneville Power Administration attributable to Coulee Dam 
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energy are applied against irrigation costs; power revenues of the Bonneville 
Power Administration attributable to Bonneville Dam are not so applied, and 
under the law which is in all essential respects similar to section 5 of the act 
of December 22, 1944, cannot be so applied. 

The Bureau’s operations under the Fort Peck Project Act also furnish an 
interesting parallel to this situation. The Bureau is by the Fort Peck Project 
Act designated as the marketing agent for energy generated at Fort Peck Dam— 
an Army development. The Bureau is not authorized by law to apply, and does 
not pursue the practice of applying, Fort Peck power revenues against repayment 
of any irrigation costs. 


In summary then, the answer to question 1 is “No”; the answer to question 2 


is “No.” These answers can be changed only by the securing of appropriate 
legislation. ‘ 


I. A. Scowas. 

Senator Anperson. I just want to make this statement. 

It is the intention of the chairmen of the full committees on Public 
Works and Interior that the record made of these hearings during the 
past few days will be submitted to the Bureau of Reclamation and 
the Corps of Engineers for additional ‘explanations, answers, and 
suggestions. 

en we have had a chance to get back these additional explana- 
tions and answers and additional comments, there will be a resump- 
tion of this hearing. We want to study carefully what we have to do 
on the costs of operation which farmers are unable to pay. 

I am very anxious to have the subject which was initiated by Senator 
Case examined carefully, because if the Comptroller General has some 
questions on this, then surely our committees will be justified in paying 
some attention toit. — 


The meeting will now stand in recess until the information is avail- 


able from the committee. 


(By direction of the chairman, the following is included in the 
record :) 


Senator O’Manoney. Mr. Chairman, in view of comments as to how well in- 
formed Congress has been with respect to authorizations of the Missouri River 
Basin project, since its inception in 1944, I request that the staff prepare com- 
prehensive analyses of presentations to the Congress with respect to this pro- 
gram. The analyses should include references to hearings, authorizations, pro- 
hibitions, appropriations, and other language in appropriation acts dealing with 
the various proposals. Appropriate references should be made to hearings and 
committee reports to illustrate the extent to which Congress has been kept cur- 
rently informed as to increasing costs and other pertinent phases of the opera- 
tions of the program by the Bureau of Reclamation, as well as to the control 
Congress has exercised over the program. ° 

I request that the analyses, when completed, be printed in the record. 


(The information referred to follows :) 


ANALYSES OF (1) CONGRESSIONAL LEGISLATIVE AUTHORIZATIONS, AND (2) ApprRo- 
PRIATION PROCESSES 1944—57 RELATING TO MISSOURI RIVER BASIN PROJECT 


In accordance with Senator O’Mahoney’s request on May 3, 1957, the follow- 
ing documented analyses of congressional actions relating to the Missouri River 
Basin project are presented from official records. The first section includes a 
list of congressional acts comprising authorizations for the development of the 
Missouri River Basin project. The second section is a synopsis of the record 
made during the appropriation processes of fiscal year 1946 through 1957, which 
reflects congressional interest in and the control exercised by the Congress over 
the reclamation program. 

The latter section includes references to justifications showing changes in total 
estimated costs and.in the program, as well as actions by the congressional 
committees over a 12-year period. 
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Included in the analysis are specific disallowance of funds for certain units, 
including irrigation developments and power transmission. Other comments 
on certain items in committee or conference reports are cited. 

The analyses are as follows: 


BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
MISSOURI RIVER BASIN AUTHORIZATIONS | 


Flood Control Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 887) 


H. R. 4485, Public Law 534, 78th Congress, House hearings (Flood Control 
Committee) 1248 pages; Senate hearings (Commerce Committee) 816 pages; 
House Report 1309; Senate Report 1030; Conference Report H. 205. General 
comprehensive plan set forth in House Document 475 and Senate Document 191, 
78th Congress, 2d session, as revised by Senate Document 247, 78th Congress, 
2d session. 

Authorized appropriations of $200,000,000 for Corps of Engineers and $200,- 
000,000 for Secretary of Interior for prosecution of intial phase of program, 
referred to in Senate Document 191 through “partial accomplishment” of same. 


Flood Control Act, 1946 (60 Stat. 641) 


H. R. 6597, Public Law 526, 79th Congress, House Report 2165; Senate Report 
1624; Conference Report H. 2474. House hearings (Flood Control Committee) 
700 pages; Senate hearings (Commerce Committee) 249 pages. 

Authorizes additional $150,000,000 for Corps of Engineers and additional $150,- 
000,000 for Secretary of the Interior for prosecution of comprehensive plan 
referred to in Senate Document 191 adopted by section 9 (a) of Flood Control 
Act of 1944. 

Flood Control Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 170) 


H. R. 5472, Public Law 516, 81st Congress, House ment 969 ; Senate Report 
1148, Conference Report H. 1968. 
House hearings (Public Works Committee) 1,132 pages. 
Senate hearings (Public Works Committee) 1, 122 pages, 
Authorizes additional $200,000,000 for ‘Secretary of the Interior. 


Act of July 16, 1954, (68 Stat. 486) 


S. J. Res. 165, Public Law 503, 88d Congress, 2d session. 
No reference to printed House or Senate hearings. 
Authorizes construction by Secretary of the Interior of Glendo unit, Wyoming. 


Act of August 21, 1954 (68 Stat. 757) 


H. R. 8520, Public Law 612, 83d Congress, 2d session. 

House hearings (Interior and Insular committee) 140 pages. 

Senate hearings (no printed hearings). 

Authorizes inclusion of Ainsworth, Lavaca Flats, Mirage Flats extension, :and 
O’Neill irrigation developments. 


Act of May 2, 1956 (58 Stat. 891) 


S. 1194, Public Law 505, 84th Congress, 2d session. 
- House hearings (no reference to printed hearings). 
Senate hearings (Interior and Insular Committee) 9 pages. 
Authorizes transfer of administrative jurisdiction over Red Willow Dam and 
Reservoir, Nebr., to the Secretary of the Interior and over Wilson Dam and 
Reservoir, Kans., to the Secretary of the Army. 


Act of May 18, 1956 (70 Stat. 160) 


H. R. 9132 Public Law 531, 84th Congress, 2d session. 

House hearings on H. R. 5749 (Interior and Insular Affairs Committee) 
91 pages. 

Senate hearings on S. 2206 (Interior and Insular Affairs Committee) 74 pages. 

Approves report of Secretary of the Interior on Ainsworth unit. 
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Act of August 3, 1956 (70 Stat. 975) 


S. 3594, Public Law 952, 84th Congress, 2d session. 
No reference to printed House or Senate hearings on H. R. 7435 or S. 3594. 
Reauthorizes construction of Farwell unit, Nebraska, by Secretary of the 
Interior. 
MISSOURI RIVER BASIN 


1957 


Justifications: Summary justification contains explanation of change in total 
project cost as well as individual unit justifications. 
Hearings: 
House: Justifications inserted in hearings and discussed. 
Senate: Justifications inserted in hearings and discussed. 
Reports: é, 

Helena Valley: 

‘ House disallowed new funds in view of no repayment contract with 
notation that carryover balance was available for construction if that 
deficiency was overcome. 

Senate recommends allowance and states construction should proceed 
immediately and urges Bureau to continue repayment contract 
negotiations, 

Conferees agreed no construction should proceed until a repayment con- 
tract executed. 

Lower Marias: 

House provided new funds limited to completion of Tiber Dam. No 
funds available to project to be used for further planning on irrigation 
features in view of no repayment contract. — 

Senate agreed. 

St. Francis: 

House deleted new funds since no irrigation district formed and no 
repayment contract executed. . 

Senate agreed. 

Transmission division : 

House funds for Fort Randall-Grand Island 230-kilovolt transmission 
line disallowed by House. , 

Senate agreed. 

Yellowtail : 

House disallowed new funds. Carryover balance available in event 
favorable response to condemnation action or pending legislation would 
permit entry to dam site. 

Senate recommended fund allowance with hope that acquisition of site 
would be resolved at early date. 

Conferees—No comment in report. Funds disallowed. 

Investigations: 

House eliminated program for Oahe unit. Unobligated balances may 
be used to complete reports. 

Senate allowed Oahe unit program. 

Conferees stated Oahe unit investigations to be completed within total 
amount allowed for Missouri River Basin investigation program. 

(restricted provisions) : 

“* * * That no part of this ‘appropriation shall be used to initiate construc- 
tion of transmission facilities within those areas covered by power wheeling 
service contracts which include provision for service to Federal establish- 
ments and preferred customers, except those transmission facilities for 
which construction funds have been heretofore appropriated, those facilities 
which are necessary to carry out the terms of such contracts or those facili- 
ties for which the Secretary of the Interior finds the wheeling agency is 
unable or unwilling to provide for the integration of Federal projects or for 
service to a Federal establishment or preferred customer: ” 

“* * * That no part of this or prior appropriations shall be used for con- 
struction, nor for further commitments to construction of Moorhead Dam 
and Reservoir, Mont., or any feature thereof until a definite plan report 
thereon has been completed, reviewed, by the States of Wyoming and 
Montana, and approved by Congress.” 
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1956 


Justifications: Summary justification shows original and present estimated 
costs. Unit justifications give explanations of changes in total estimated costs 
under “Status” paragraph. 


Hearings: 
House: Pages 241-246; also discussions under units. 
Senate: : 
Pages 51-52 contain breakdown of estimated costs by units. Also page 
184. 
Changes in estimated costs explained in status paragraph of: unit justifi- 
cations. ; 
Reports: 


Helena Valley : 
House denied additional funds in view of no repayment contract. 
Senate—No specific comment. 

Heart Butte, Hanover Bluff: 

House stated construction work is to be discontinued and unobligated 
balances may be applied only to cleaning up. 

Senate—Committee recommended a decrease in allotment on Heart 
Butte on advice from Bureau that reduced allotment was sufficient. 
No specific comment on Hanover Bluff. 

Transmission division : 

House deleted program for 115 kilovolt transmission line from Fort 
Randall Dam to Neligh, Nebr. Consideration should be given to a 
heavier line. , 

Senate included funds for Fort Randall to Neligh 115-kilovolt line. 
Recommended an additional $60,000 to study feasibility of a 230 
kilovolt to Grand Island and if feasible study should be submitted to 
committee and await its instructions. 

Hardin unit: Senate report shows total cost of unit. 

Owl Creek: Senate report shows total cost of unit. 

(restricted provisions) : 

“* * * That no part of this appropriation shall be used to initiate construc- 
tion of transmission facilities within those areas covered by power wheeling 
service contracts which include provision for service to Federal establish- 
ments and preferred customers, except those transmission facilities for 
which construction funds have been heretofore appropriated, those facilities 
which are necessary to carry out the terms of such contracts or those facili- 
ties for ‘which the Secretary of the Interior finds the wheeling agency is 
unable or unwilling to provide for the integration of Federal projects or for 
service to a Federal establishment or preferred customer: ” 

“* * * That no part of this or prior appropriations shall be used for con- 
struction, nor for further commitments to construction of Moorhead Dam 
and Reservoir, Mont., or any feature thereof until a definite plan report 
thereon has been completed, reviewed, by the States of Wyoming and 
Montana, and approved by Congress.” 


Ac 


ct 


1955 


Congressional justification: Charge in total estimated cost reported for basin 
and by each unit or division. 
Hearings: 

House: Reduced program for 7 units or activities by $5,815,000 and increased 
1 unit (Bostwick) by $640,000. 

Senate: Restored most of cuts and increased Bostwick by $500,000 more. 
Also transferred for Missouri River Basin investigations and funds for 
other participating agencies back to the construction and rehabilitation 
‘appropriation. House had approved department and Budget Bureau 
recommendation that Missouri River Basin investigation be included with 
general investigations and that participating agencies request funds under 
their own appropriation structure. 

Conferees: Adopted most of provisions of Senate bill but reduced trans- 
mission division and Missouri River Basin investigations. 
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Act (restricted provisions) : 


“* * * That no part of this appropriation shall be used to initiate construc- 
tion of transmission facilities within those areas covered by power wheeling 
service contracts which include provision for service to Federal establish- 
ments and preferred customers, except those transmission facilities for 
which construction funds have been heretofore appropriated, those facilities 
which are necessary to carry out the terms of such contracts or those facili- 
ties for which the Secretary of the Interior finds the wheeling agency is un- 
able or unwilling to provide for the integration of Federal projects or for 
service to a Federal establishment or preferred customer :” 

“* * * That no part of this or prior appropriations shall be used for con- 
struction, nor for further commitments to construction of Moorhead Dam 
and Reservoir, Mont., or any feature thereof until a definite plan report 
thereon has been completed, reviewed, by the States of Wyoming and Mon- 
tana, and approved by Congress.” 


1954 


Justifications: Summary justification shows total estimated obligations by units. 
Unit justifications explain change in total estimated costs. 

Hearings: House: Justifications in hearings. 

Reports: 


Missouri diversion unit: 


House allowed funds but stipulated funds for continuing construction | 


are not to be used until Bureau has submitted to Secretary for his 
consideration a plan for one or more pumping plants, canals, and dis- 
tribution systems to'serve not to exceed 100,000 acres of land. None 
of funds provided to be expended for diversion dam or Little Porcu- 
pine powerplant. 

Senate recommended before actual construction starts, Secretary have 
a board of engineers advise him on engineering feasibility of House 
recommendation as compared with diversion dam. 

Transmission division : 

House eliminated all funds for new transmission line starts. 

Construction of Sinclair-Westvaco line stopped and rescinded 
$600,000 of 1953 funds not needed. 

Deleted funds for general property stores and datutipenedlt with re- 
quest inventory be made of all agencies of Department with view 
of transferring from location not needed. 

Eliminate funds for project investigations, . 

Senate allowed various lines disallowed by House. List on page 16 of 
report No. 445. 

Stated efforts to secure wheeling contracts wherever possible and 
Federal Government build transmission lines only when such 
agreements cannot be negotiated at comparable cost. 

Conferees report—Adjusted amounts on transmission lines. Disallowed 
Watertown-Granite Falls-Benson-Fergus Falls transmission line. 


Act (restricted provisions) : 


“* * * That no part of this appropriation shall be used to initiate construc- 
tion of transmission facilities within those areas covered by power wheeling 
service contracts which include provision for service to Federal establish- 
ments and preferred customers, except those transmission facilities for which 
construction funds have been heretofore appropriated, those facilities which 
are necessary to carry out the terms of such contracts or those facilities for 
which the Secretary of the Interior finds the wheeling agency is unable or 
unwilling to provide for the integration of Federal projects or for service to 
a Federal establishment or preferred customer : 

“* * * That in order to promote agreement among the States of Nebraska, 
Wyoming, and Colorado, and to avoid any possible alteration of existing 
vested water rights, no part of this or of any prior appropriation shall be 
used for construction or for further commitment for construction of Glendo 
unit or any feature thereof, until a definite plan report thereon has been 
completed, reviewed by the States of Nebraska, Wyoming, and Colorado, 


‘and approved by Congress. 


“* * * That no part of this or prior appropriations shall be used for con- 
struction, nor for further commitments to construction of Moorhead Dam 
and Reservoir, Mont., or any feature thereof until a definite plan report 
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thereon has been completed, reviewed, by the States of Wyoming and Mon- 
tana, and approved by Congress.” 


1958 


Justifications : Change in total estimated cost reported by unit or division. 
Hearings: 

House: Made specific reductions in allotments for units but allowed slightly 
more than the overall program by applying an extra $21,000,000 carry- 
over funds. 

Senate: Disagreed with House on amount of carryover and restored cuts 
made by House. 

Conferees: Approved House program and modified in Senate report except 
disallowed Jamestown-Fargo-Fergus Falls-Benson-Granite Falls-Mankato- 
Blue Earth-Jackson-Fort Randall 230-kilovolt lines and substations. 

Act (restricted provisions) : 

“* * * That no part of this appropriation shall be used to initiate construc- 

tion of transmission facilities within those areas covered by power wheel- 

ing service contracts which include provision for service to Federal estab- 

_ lishments and preferred customers, except those transmission facilities for 

which construction funds have been heretofore appropriated, those facilities 
which are necessary to carry out the terms of such contracts or those facili- 
ties for which the Secretary of the Interior finds the wheeling agency is 
unable-or unwilling to provide for the integration of Federal projects or 
for service to a Federal establishment or preferred customer : 
“* * * That in order to promote agreement among the States of Nebraska, 
Wyoming, and Colorado, and to avoid any possible alteration of existing 
vested water rights, no part of this or of any prior appropriation shall be 
used for construction or for further commitment for construction of Glendo 
unit or any feature thereof, until a definite plan report thereon has been com- 
pleted, reviewed by the States of Nebraska, Wyoming, and Colorado, and 
approved by Congress. 

“* * * That no part of this or prior appropriations shall be used for con- 

struction, nor for further commitments to construction of Moorhead Dam 

and Reservoir, Mont., or any feature thereof until a definite plan report 
‘thereon has been completed, reviewed, by the States of Wyoming and Mon- 
tana, and approved by Congress.” 


1952 


Justifications: Summary justification shows total estimated cost by units as well 
as individual unit justifications. Unit justifications contain statement on 
change in total estimated cost. 

Hearings: 

House: Page 431 table shows original estimated cost and 1952 estimated cost. 
Justifications inserted in hearings. 
Senate: 
Page 1567 states estimated cost. 
Pages 2098-2100 cite estimated costs on several units and explanation 
of change. 

Reports (transmission division) : 

House—List of transmission lines and substations specifically denied. 
Senate—Concurs in denials shown in House report. 
Conferees—Report shows lines denied. : 

Act (restricted provisions) : 

“«* * * That no part of this appropriation shall be used to initiate construc- 
tion of transmission facilities within those areas covered by power wheeling 
service contracts which include provision for service to Federal establish- 
ments and preferred customers, except those transmission facilities for which 
construction funds have been heretofore appropriated, those facilities which 
are necessary to carry out the terms of such contracts or those facilities for 
which the Secretary of the Interior finds the wheeling agency is unable or 
unwilling to provide for the integration of Federal projects or for service to 
a Federal establishment or preferred customer : 

“«* * * That in order to promote agreement among the States of Nebraska, 
Wyoming, and Colorado, and to avoid any possible alteration of existing 
vested water rights, no part of this or of any prior appropriation shall be 
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used for construction or for further commitment for construction of Glendo: 


unit or any feature thereof, until a definite plan report thereon has been 
completed, reviewed by the States of Nebraska, Wyoming, and Colorado, and 
approved by Congress. 

“* * * That no part of this or prior appropriations shall be used for con- 
struction, nor for further commitments to construction of Moorhead Dam 
and Reservoir, Mont., or any feature thereof until a definite plan report 
thereon has been completed, reviewed, by the States of Wyoming and 
Montana, and approved by Congress.” 


1951 


Justifications: Tables showing total estimated cost for each unit included. Unit 
justifications contain explanations of changes in total estimated cost. 
Hearings: 2 
House: Justifications in House plus table showing total estimated cost table 
on page 860. Also discussions at various points in testimony. 
Senate: General total estimated cost discussion on page 686. Also at various 
points in testimony. 
Reports (transmission division) : 
House eliminated funds on specific lines. 
Senate concurred in House action and deleted an additional transmission 
line and substation. 
Act (restricted provisions) : 
“* * * That in order to promote agreement among the States of Nebraska, 
Wyoming, and Colorado, and to avoid any possible alteration of existing 
vested water rights, no part of this or of any prior appropriation shall be 
used for construction or for further commitment for construction of Glendo 
unit or any feature thereof, until a definite plan report thereon has been 
completed, reviewed by the States of Nebraska, Wyoming, and Colorado, 
and approved by Congress. 
“ * * * That no part of this or prior appropriations shall be used for con- 
struction, nor for further commitments to construction of Moorhead Dam and 
Reservoir, Mont., or any feature thereof until a definite plan report thereon 
has been completed, reviewed, by the States of Wyoming and Montana, and 
approved by Congress.” se 


Justifications: Tables showing total estimated cost for each phase A unit included 
as well as schedule of construction program with each phase A unit. 
Hearings: 

House: Tables included in hearings plus explanation of changes in total 
estimated cost in general statements for the respective units. Also total 
estimated cost shown on schedule of construction program for each phase A. 
unit. Also discussions at various points in testimony. 

Senate: Total estimated cost for Missouri River Basin given in table on 
page 2609. 

Reports : 

House: Eliminated funds for surveys and construction of Glendo unit; 
restricts use of funds to capacity and features specified in original authori- 
zation for project. 

Senate: 

Recommended funds for the Glendo unit with understanding that activi- 
ties to be confined to investigations. Also recommended deletion of 
the Glendo proviso from the bill and insertion of language in lieu 
thereof. : ; 

Recommended Moorhead unit proviso. 

Recommended language with regard to restrictive elevation Canyon 
Ferry Reservoir. 

Act (restricted provisions) : 

‘“* * * That in order to promote agreement among the States of Nebraska, 
Wyoming, and Colorado, and to avoid any possible alteration of existing 
vested water rights, no part of this or of any prior appropriation shall be 
used for construction or for further commitment for construction of Glendo 
unit or any feature thereof, until a definite plan report thereon has been 
completed, reviewed by the States of Nebraska, Wyoming, and Colorado, 
and approved by Congress. 
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“* * * That no part of this or prior appropriations shall be used for con- 
struction, nor for further commitments to construction of Moorhead Dam 
and Reservoir, Mont., or any feature thereof until a definite plan report 
thereon has been completed, reviewed, by the States of Wyoming and Mon- 
tana, and approved by Congress. 

“That no part of this appropriation shall be available or used to maintain 
or operate Canyon Ferry Reservoir at a higher maximum pool elevation 
than 3,766 feet, unless and until new land in Broadwater County, Mont., 
equal in acreage to the irrigated land to be inundated in Canyon Ferry 
Reservoir above elevation of 3,766 feet is provided with facilities for 
irrigation.” 

1949 


Justifications: Tables showing total estimated cost for each phase A unit in- 
cluded as well as schedule of construction program for each phase A unit. 
Hearings : 

House: Tables included in hearings. Discussion of total estimated cost at 
various points in hearings. Statements made at beginning of each unit 
regarding total estimated cost. 

Senate: Table on page 829 shows units on which changes in capacity have 
been proposed. Also specific discussion on capacity of Glendo took place. 

Act (restricted provisions) : “* * * That no part of this appropriation shall be 
available or used to maintain or operate Canyon Ferry Reservoir at a higher 
maximum pool elevation than 3,766 feet, unless and until new land in Broad- 
water County, Mont., equal in acreage to the irrigated land to be inundated 
in Canyon Ferry Reservoir above elevation of 3,766 feet is provided with 
facilities for irrigation.” 
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1948 


Justification: Table showing total estimated cost of each unit scheduled for con- 
struction prior to fiscal year 1949. 

Hearings: House: Justification statement and table put in hearings page 1107 
showing total estimated cost of each unit w hich is scheduled to start prior to 
fiscal year 1949. 

1947 


Justification: Tabulation, showing among other things, the total estimated cost 
of all authorized units in the initial stage of the development plan. 

Hearings: House: On page 444, part 2, the amount of the total estimated cost, 
based on 1946 prices, for all authorized units in the initial phase was given to 
the committee. Also on page 451 and succeeding pages tabulations appear 

- Showing estimated cost by units. 
: 1946 


Regular appropriation 
Hearings: 

House: Justification for supplemental appropriations for initiation of con- 
struction submitted before hearings were closed on regular bill. Conse- 
quently hearings were held thereon as part of 1946 appropriation request. 
Justification of Missouri River Basin inserted in hearings including a 
tabulation showing the estimated cost of the authorized units, totaling 
some 30 units in the initial phase of development. 

Senate: Bureau witness referred to total estimated cost of units in the 
initial stage, page 939. 


First deficiency appropriation 
i Hearings: House: 
On pages 477 and 488 reference is made to total estimated cost of Missouri 

River Basin project, including work of Corps of Engineers, based on 1940 
prices. 

' The construction schedule for fiscal year 1956 appears on page 501, which 
includes total estimated cost of the 30 units included in the Bureau’s part 
of the initial development. 


(Whereupon, at 5: 10 p. m. , the hearing was recessed, subject to the 
call of the Chair.) 
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OPINIONS OF THE SOLICITOR, DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR, RELATIVE TO POWER REVENUE REQUIRE- 
MENTS, ALLOCATIONS OF COST, AND POWER RATE 
SCHEDULES 


M. 33473. 
Power Rate SCHEDULES FOR COLUMBIA BASIN (GRAND COULEE) PROJECT 
Opinion, September 29, 1944 


COLUMBIA BASIN (GRAND COULEE) PROJECT—AUTHORIZATION—POWER DEVELOPMENT— 
' ALLOCATIONS OF COST—RATE SCHEDULES 


Allocations of cost of the Columbia Basin (Grand Coulee) project and the 
establishment of the rate schedule for the sale of power therefrom are gov- 
erned by the provisions of section 9 of the Reclamation Project Act of 19389 (53 
Stat. 1198, notwithstanding the broad power vested in the President “to make 
and enter into any and all necessary contracts” in connection with the project, 
by section 2 of the act of August 30, 1935 (49 Stat. 1039), since section 1 of the 
Columbia Basin Project Act, approved March 10, 1943 (Public Law 8, 78th 
Cong.), “authorized and reauthorized” the project as one “subject to the Recla- 
mation Project Act of 1939.” 


COLUMBIA BASIN (GRAND COULEE) PROJECT—RATE SCHEDULES—MINIMUM 
REQUIREMENTS 


The minimum legal requirements for the fixing of rate schedules for the sale 
of power may be met by the establishment of rate schedules which will return 
(1) the share of operation and maintenance expenses chargeable to power de- 
velopment, (2) interest at not less than 3 percent on the power construction 
costs, and (3) as “other fixed charges,” an amount equal to any excess over total 
net power revenues which would otherwise exist in the construction costs allo- 
cated to power to be returned from power revenues. 


COLUMBIA BASIN (GRAND COULEE) PROJECT—INTEREST REQUIREMENTS 


Interest during construction need not be included as a part of the project cost 
and the interest component in the rate schedule need not be calculated from the 
time of actual expenditure in construction. 

Harper, Solicitor. 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR, 


Washington 25, D. C., September 29, 1944. 
M. 33473. 


The honorable the Secretary of the Interior. 


My Dear Mr. Secretary: At the request of the Commissioner of the Bureau of 
Reclamation, in which the Acting Director of the Division of Power has concurred, 
you have referred to me for opinion certain questions concerning the legal require- 
ments of the rate structure to be established for the sale of electric energy gen- 
erated at the Columbia Basin (Grand Coulee) project and marketed by the Bonne- 
ville Power Administration pursuant to Executive Order No. 8526, dated August 
26,1940. The following are the questions: 

“I (a) For the purposes of the cost allocations report on the Columbia Basin 
project, must the estimates of revenues to be allocated to the Columbia Basin 
(Grand Coulee) project for electric power generated at the project powerplants 
and delivered to the Bonneville Power Administration to be marketed by Bonne- 
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ville be sufficient to return to the United States interest at 3 percent per annum on 
some portion of the reimbursable costs of the project, in addition to returning that 


tions of the reimbursable costs that are to be met by power revenues, including that 
part of the irrigation cost not to be repaid by the project water users? 

“I (b) If the answer to question I (a) is ‘No,’ would estimates of revenues so 
to be allocated be legally adequate that were premised on the return of the re- 
_ imbursable costs, as stated in question I (a) but with the interest component of 
revenues being used to assist in the retirement of that portion of the reimburs- 
able costs which are not properly allocated to power but which are to be returned 
from power revenues? 

“II. Does the law require, for the purposes of ratemaking as distinguished from 
application of revenues, that interest be calculated on the investment from the 
time of making the investment by actual expenditure in construction, or may it be 
calculated from a later date?” 

It is my opinion that question I (a) must be answered in the negative and that 
the answer to question I (b) accordingly must be in the affirmative. As for 
question II, it is my opinon that the Secretary is not required to calculate interest 
on the investment from the time of actual expenditure in construction and that it 
therefore may be calculated from such subsequent point of time as may be most 
appropriate. ; fo ibs 
The Columbia Basin project, under the name “Grand Coulee Dam,” was initi- 
ated as a Public Works Administration project and subsequently was ratified and 
adopted by section 2 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of August 30, 1935 (49 Stat. 
1039, 33 U.S. C. sec. 540, note), which provided in part: 

“That for the purpose of controlling floods, improving navigation, regulating 
the flow of thé streams of the United States, providing for storage and for the de- 
livery of the stored waters thereof, for the reclamation of public lands * * * and 
other beneficial uses, and for the generation of electric energy as a means of fi- 
nancially aiding and assisting such undertakings, the projects known as ‘Parker 
Dam’ on the Colorado River and ‘Grand Coulee Dam’ on the Columbia River, are 
hereby authorized and adopted, and all contracts and agreements which have 
been executed in connection therewith are hereby validated and ratified, and the 
President, acting through such agents as he may designate, is hereby authorized 
to construct, operate, and maintain dams, structures, canals, and incidental works 
necessary to such projects, and in connection therewith to make and enter into 
any and all necessary contracts including contracts amendatory of or supple- 
mental to those hereby validated and ratified * * *” [Italic supplied.] 

The Reclamation Project Act of 1989 (act of August 4, 1939, 53 Stat. 1187), 
certain provisions of which will be significant in the consideration of the questions 
herein presented for opinion, is the next enactment to be noted.* 

Subsection 9 (a) of that act provides for the allocation of the estimated cost 
of any new project, new division, or supplemental works, to enumerated uses, 
including irrigation and power.’ ‘The second sentence of subsection 9 (c) pro- 
vides: 


“* * * Any sale of electric power or lease of power privileges, made by the 
Secretary in connection with the operation of any project or division of a proj- 
ect, shall be for such periods, not to exceed forty years, and at such rates as in 
his judgment will produce power revenues at least sufficient to cover an appro- 
priate share of the annual operation and maintenance cost, interest on an appro- 


2 The purpose of the act is set forth in sec. 1 (48 U. S. C., see. 485),: “That for the pur- 
pose of providing for United States reclamation projects a feasible and comprehensive plan 
for an economical and equitable treatment of repayment problems and for variable pay- 
ments of construction charges which can be met regularly and fully from year to year 
during periods of decline in agricultural income and unsatisfactory conditions of agricul- 
ture as well as during periods of prosperity and good paren for agricultural products, and 
Which will protect adequately the financial interest of the United States in said projects, 
obligations to pay construction charges may be revised or undertaken pursuant to the 
provisions of this act.” 

3 The following is the material portion of the text of this subsection: ‘‘No expenditures 
for the construction of any new project, new division of a project, or new supplemental 
works on a project shall be made, or shall estimates be submitted therefor, by the Secretary 
until after he has made an investigation thereof and has submitted to the President and to 
the Congress his report and findings on (1) the engineering feasibility of the proposed 
construction; (2) the estimated cost of the proposed construction; (3) the part of the 
estimated cost which can properly be allocated to irrigation and probably be repaid by the 
water users; (4) the part of the estimated cost which can properly be allocated to power 
and probably be returned to the United States in net power revenues; (5) the part of the 
estimated cost which can properly be allocated to municipal water supply or other miscel- 
laneous purposes and probably be returned to the United States.” 


portion of the reimbursable costs properly chargeable to power and the other por- . 
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priate share of the construction investment at not less than 3 per centum per 
annum, and such other fixed charges as the Secretary deems proper: * * *” 
The question of the extent of the applicability of the 1939 act to the project 
first is presented by section 1 of the Columbia Basin Project Act, approved March 
10, 1943 (Public Law 8, 78th Cong.), which provides : 

“In addition to the primary purposes for which the Grand Coulee Dam project 
(hereafter to be known as the Columbia Basin project and herein called the 


‘project’) was authorized under the provisions of the act of August 30, 1935 


(49 Stat. 1028), the project is hereby authorized and reauthorized as a project 
subject to the Reclamation Project Act of 1939; and the provisions of each of 
those two acts together with the provisions of this act shall govern the repay- 
ment of expenditures and the construction, operation, and maintenance of the 
works constructed as a part of the project.” [Italic supplied.] 


‘In the meantime an amendment to the 1939 Interior Department Appropriation 
Act ‘* had contained an important provision governing the application of power 
revenues in connection with irrigation projects. This provision, known as the 
Hayden-O’Mahoney amendment, provides that: 


“All moneys received by the United States in connection with any irrigation 
projects, including the incidental power features thereof, constructed by the Sec- 
retary of the Interior through the Bureau of Reclamation, and financed in whole 
or in part with moneys heretofore or hereafter appropriated or allocated therefor 
by the Federal Government, shall be covered into the reclamation fund. except in 
cases where provision has been made by law or contract for the use of such reve- 
nues for the benefit of users of water from such project: Provided, That after 
the net revenues derived from the sale of power developed in connection with 
any of said projects shall have repaid those construction costs of such project 
allocated to power to be repaid by power revenues therefrom and shall no longer 


‘ be required to meet the contractual obligations of the United States, then said 


net revenues derived from the sale of power developed in connection with such 
project shall, after the close of each fiscal year, be transferred to and covered 
into the General Treasury as ‘miscellaneous receipts’: Provided further, That 
nothing in this section shall be construed to amend the Boulder Canyon Project 
Act (45 Stat. 1057), as amended, or to apply to irrigation projects of the Office 
of Indian Affairs.” 

It is my opinion that the Columbia Basin project is subject to the provisions 
of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939, section 9 of which is controlling with 
respect to the sale of power from the project and the elements to be included 
within the rate schedule. The Hayden-O’Mahoney amendment of the Interior 
Department Appropriation Act of 1939 which deals expressly with the application 
of power revenues, is entirely consistent with the act of 1939 and aids in its 
construction. 

Before proceeding to the consideration of question I, it is desirable to examine 
the divergent views which have been advanced with respect to it and to note 
certain assumptions which have been made in its submission. The following is 
quoted from a memorandum by which the question was submitted : 

“* * * One view of the law is that the allocations report must be predicated 
on estimates of revenues sufficient to return to the United States that portion of 
the reimbursable costs properly chargeable to power and the other portions of 
the reimbursable costs that are to be met by power revenues and, in addition, 
interest at 3 percent per annum on what is described in section 9 (c) of the Rec- 
lamation Project Act of 1939 as ‘an appropriate share of the construction invest- 
ment.’ It is part and parcel of this view that this term ‘appropriate share’ com- 
prises that part of the estimated project costs that are properly chargeable to 
power. 

“The other principal view is that, even though power rates are to be fixed on 
a basis that includes as a part of the rate base interest on that portion of the 
costs properly chargeable to power, it is only necessary, in so far as showing full 
reimbursability of the project is concerned, to show a return within an agreed 
period of amortization of the full amount of the project costs which are allo- 
cated to be returned from power revenues. Under this view the interest compo- 
nent of power revenues would be applied to assist in the retirement of the reim- 
bursable costs that were not properly chargeable to power but which are to be 
retired by the application of power revenues. 


4 Act of May 9, 1938 (52 Stat. 291, 322, 43 U.S. C. sec. 392 (a)). 
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“For the purpose of the Solicitor’s consideration of the legal problems, these 
assumptions should be made: (1) That all project costs, except those allocated 
to flood control and navigation, are required to be returned to the United States 
within an agreed amortization period; and (2) that power revenues will be ex- 
pected to return to the United States that part of the costs properly chargeable 
to power, plus that portion of the cost properly chargeable to irrigation but which 
are beyond the ability of the water users to repay within the statutory repay- 
ment period.” 3. 

It is understood that both views, quoted supra, of the application of section 9 
assume that the cost allocations report will reflect: (1) The part of the esti- 
mated cost which can be properly allocated to irrigation and be repaid by the 
water users; (2) the part of the estimated cost which can properly be allocated 
to power and probably be returned to the United States in net power revenues, 
and (3) that part of the estimated cost properly chargeable to irrigation but 
which, because of the inability of the water users to repay, also is to be repaid 


from net power revenues (the irrigation subsidy). The first view is that the 


minimum rate schedule prescribed by the second sentence of subsection 9 (c) 
must be such as will produce revenues sufficient to meet (2) and (3), plus at 
least 3 percent of (2).° The second view concedes the necessity of always col- 
lecting (2) with at least 3 percent thereon. It is contended, however, that the 
minimum rate schedule need otherwise only be such as will return revenues, 
including interest, which will be sufficient to meet (2) and (3).° Under the first 
view the proceeds of the interest charge would be realized above the amounts 
necessary to meet reimbursable cost, while under the second view they would be 
applied to that purpose’ to the extent of the irrigation subsidy. Reduced to 
its simplest terms, therefore, the issue is as follows: The Bureau of Reclama- 
tion contends that the Congress, by this provision of subsection 9 (c) intended 
that the United States not only realize, but retain, a “profit” of 3 percent from 
its power investment. The Division of Power contends that Congress did not 
So intend, and that the sum collected by virtue of the 3 percent interest on 
investment required to be included in any power rate schedules prepared under 
subsection 9 (c) may be applied to the amortization of those costs (chargeable 
to irrigation but beyond the ability of the water users to repay (irrigation 
subsidy). 

It is my opinion that neither the contention of the Bureau of Reclamation 
nor that of the Division of Power is entirely correct. I believe that a proper 
interpretation of section 9 of the Reclamation Act of 1939 and the Hayden- 
O’Mahoney amendment to the Department’s Appropriation Act of 1939 require 
that the minimum rate schedule be such as to produce revenues sufficient only 


- to meet in addition to the return for operation and maintenance cost, an amount 


equal to 3 percent of the power construction costs with the proviso that if total 
revenues thus produced are insufficient to repay all costs allocated to power to 
be repaid by power revenues, “other fixed charges” must be included in the rate 
schedule to produce revenues sufficient to repay such costs. The Bonneville Power 
Admininstration has indicated that it shares this view, and its views otherwise 
are in accord with those of the Division of Power. ° 

If we look only to the language of section 9 of the Reclamation Project Act 
of 1939, the intention of the Congress seems clear. Subsection 9 (a) and 9 (c), 
although related, serve two different purposes. Subsection 9 (a) embodies the 
test for feasibilitv. All projects to be undertaken as authorized under the act 
must meet this test. Subsection 9 (c) contains the criteria for rates to be 


5 Roth views assume that “an anpronriate share of the construction investment,” on 
which the interest is to be computed within the meaning of subsection 9(c), is the amount 
proverlv chargeable to power for power construction costs, an assumntion which is sup- 
ported by the legislative history. Both the Senate report (No. 758, 76th Cong., 1st sess.) 
and the conference renort (84th Cong. Rec. 10219), in explanation of an amendment of the 
bill reducing the interest rate, clearly indicate .an understanding that interest should be 
comnuted “on the share of the construction cost attributed to power construction.” 

Both views. of course, assume that the power revenues must be sufficient to return 
operation ond maintenance cost also, factors which for simplicity are not injected at this 
point of the discnssion. 

7As an example of the practical application of the second view it may be assumed that 
the interest component, whether the 3-percent minimum or a permissible higher one, would 
return revenues sufficient to cover (2), thus permitting a complete reimbursement from 
power revenues of those parts of the cost so allocated. Or. if a 3-percent interest com- 
ponent should in fact be insufficient for that purpose. the difference could be realized by 
including in addition so much of the subsidy to irrigation as might be necessary under 
“other fixed charges.” This view, therefore, involves not only a negative answer to 
question I (a) but, necessarily, an affirmative one to question I (b). . 
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eharged by the Secretary for the sale of power. All rates prescribed by him must 
conform to these criteria. 

It is to be observed that the criteria prescribed in subsection 9 (c) include a 
discretionary factor. The rates must produce power revenues “at least sufficient 
to cover an appropriate share of the annual operation and maintenance cost, 
interest on an appropriate share of the construction investment at not less 
than 3 percent per annum, and such other fixed charges as the Secretary deems 
proper.” The Secretary’s discretion, however, is limited by the relationship be- 
tween subsection 9 (a) and subsection 9 (c). Subsection 9 (a) was intended to 
insure the reimbursability of projects. “Other fixed charges,” as.used in sub- 
section 9 (c), must, therefore, be such as to produce total revenues from power 
which will equal any costs not written off as allocable to navigation and flood 
control or not reimbursable from other sources. If these costs are less than the 
revenues which would be collected by reason of the minimum 3 percent interest 
factor, the Secretary need not, unless he deems them proper, include any other 
“fixed charges.” If such costs exceed an amount equal to the revenues which 
would be collected by reason of the minimum 3 percent interest factor, the 
Secretary is required to include “other fixed charges” to the extent necessary to 
equal the sum representing such excess. This, however, is the extent of the 
limitations upon the Secretary’s discretion, and if he acts within these limita- 
tions, he has followed the criteria prescribed in subsection 9 (c) and the require- 
ments of law have been satisfied. It appears, therefore, that there is nothing in 
the act of 1939 to prevent the Secretary from fixing rates sufficient to meet “an ap- 
propriate share of the annual operation and maintenance cost,” interest on “an 
appropriate share of the construction investment” at 3 percent per annum and 
“other fixed charges” sufficient to retire all construction costs to be returned from 
net power revenues. ; 

If we look to the Hayden-O’Mahoney amendment to the Department’s Appro- 
priation Act for 1939, we find confirmation of this construction of the Reclama- 
tion Project Act of 1989. 

The Hayden-O’Mahoney amendment deals expressly with the disposition of 
power revenues. It contains the specific provision that all revenues, derived 
from the sale of power “shall be covered into the reclamation fund.” [Italic 
supplied.] No reservation of any amount for the payment of special accounts, 
such as interest in the form of a “profit” to the United States, is made. It is 
provided that only after net revenues derived from the sale of power developed 
in connection with any such projects shall have repaid those construction costs 
of such project “allocated” to power to be repaid by power revenues (power con- 
struction costs plus subsidy) therefrom shall any part of said net revenues de- 
rived from the sale of power developed in connection with such projects go to 
the United States. Then, by specific instruction, it directs their disposition by 
providing that they “shall, after the close of each fiscal year, be transferred to 
and covered into the General Treasury as ‘miscellaneous receipts.” [Italic 
supplied.] No-clearer reflection of congressional intention with respect to the 
application to be made of revenues derived from irrigation power undertakings 
could be found. There appears to be no conflict, therefore, between the Hayden- 
O’Mahoney amendment and section 9 of the act of 1939, and I find nothing in 
either act which would require the Bureau of Reclamation to change what 
appears to be its past practice with respect to the application of power revenues. 
That practice appears to have been to retain in the reclamation fund, as a part 
of net power revenues, collections, representing the interest element, where, it 
is reasonable to presume, they have been available for application against reim- 
bursable costs not otherwise paid. This practice was in accord with a number 
of statutes dealing with specific projects which called for the application of all 
revenues from power to the credit of the projects.® 

It appears to be a matter of common knowledge that in many irrigation 
project undertakings the amount representing the irrigation subsidy is in excess 
of the amount which it is anticipated will be realized by a 3-percent interest 
return on the power investment. That there is authority to include in rate 
schedules as one of “such other fixed charges as the Secretary deems proper” 
an element representing some part of the subsidy, in order to avoid a deficit, is 
not questioned. There is objection, however, to a construction of the provisions 

8 See. e. g.. act of April 6, 1906 (34 Stat. 116. 117). as amended; act of March 4, 1929 


(45 Stat. 1562, 1592); act of May 14, 1930 (46 Stat. 279, 308); ‘act of August 9, 1937 
(50 Stat. 564, 592). 
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of subsection 9 (c) which would require there should be included an element 
reflecting repayment of the full amount of the subsidy, in addition to the in- 
terest element, the revenues resulting from which are applied against the 
repayment of the subsidy. 

It is argued that the contention of the Bureau of Reclamation is fortified by 
past practices whereby rate schedules have been such as to produce revenues 
from the sale of power sufficient to meet all construction costs to be returned 
from power revenues in addition to an amount equal to 3 percent of the power 
construction costs. It is necessary only to point out that insofar as such a 
practice has existed, it is of no assistance in the construction of the legal re- 
quirements of rate schedules. Such a practice is entirely consistent with the 
view that the Secretary may “if he deems proper” include such factors as “other 
fixed charges.” The practice throws no light, as an administrative construction, 
on the question whether the Secretary is required to include such factors as 
“other fixed charges.” It indicates that he may, not that he must. 

I have been cited two instances which are alleged to indicate an understanding 
on the part of certain members of the House committee which considered the 
bill that rates for the sale of power must be such as to return all costs allocated 
to power to be repaid from power revenues and in addition a 3-percent interest 
charge on the power investment. One such instance was an exchange between 
Congressman Mundt and Commissioner Page as follows: 

“Mr. Munpt. Who gets the profits of the allocation? You say that the profits 
go to the Government. Do you mean to the United States Treasury? 

“Mr. Pace. Yes, sir. 

“Mr. Munpt. Not to the Bureau of Reclamation. 

“Mr. Pace. It goes in the reclamation fund and is available for reappropria- 
tion by Congress. 

“Mr. Munpt. And can be spent without a separate appropriation? 

“Mr. Pace. No, sir; only after specific appropriation. 

“Mr. Horron. That part allocated for power pays for itself. 

“Mr. Pace. Yes, sir. The revenue goes into the reclamation fund until the 
allocation is repaid, then they go to the Treasury. 

“Mr. Munpt. Does the Secretary of the Inter’ »r—is he compelled to sell this 
power to the highest bidder? 

Mr. Pace. No sir. Rates are established to return the obligation, with interest, 
and the power is not auctioned.” (Hearings, House Committee on Irrigation and 
Reclamation, 76th Cong., 1st sess., p. 144). 

The other incident occurred in a debate on the floor of the House during 
consideration of the conferee’s report. The following exchange occurred between 
Congressman Rich and Congressman White: 

“Mr. Ricn (after quoting manager’s statement as to Senate amendment). 
What reduction was made in the rate of interest? 

“Mr. WHITE of Idaho. One-half of 1 percent, and the Government still makes 
a big profit, because it borrows money at a lower rate than the rate fixed in this 
bill. The Government is making a profit on the interest, and we have extended 
those benefits to these reclamation projects.” (84 Cong. Rec., p. 10220.) 

I think it is clear that neither of these incidents throws any particular light 
on the narrow question in issue. 

Even greater stress is laid by the Bureau of Reclamation on the implications 
of the Acting Secretary’s letter of June 9, 1939,° in which the following statement 
concerning section 9 of the act appears: 

“The provisions of this section are substantially in accordance with recent 
special acts of Congress relating to multiple-purpose projects constructed by the 
Bureau of Reclamation and would give effect to sound public policy.” (H. Rept. 
995, 76th Cong., 1st sess., p. 5.) 

This paragraph in itself is of little significance. It is necessary to examine 
the “recent special acts of Congress relating to multiple-purpose projects” to 
which it refers and to explore what might have been intended by the phrase 
“give effect to sound public policy.” 

The “special acts” referred to include the Boulder Canyon Project Act.” 
An examination of this act indicates that it varies in material respects from 
section 9 of the Reclamation Act of 1939. In fact, the act varies so materially 
that little is to be gained by comparison. For example, it requires the return 


® See H. R. 995, 76th Cong., 1st sess., PR 5, 6. 
% Act of December 21, 1928, ch. 42, 45 Stat. 1057. 
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of the total cost of the project including the allocation to flood control with 
interest at 4 percent per annum. Under the act of 19389, it is not contended 
that interest be returned on the irrigation subsidy and subsection 9 (a) provides 
for writing off costs allocable to flood control and navigation. Under section 9, 
therefore, not only is it unnecessary to collect interest on flood control and 
navigation costs, but it is even unnecessary that the costs themselves be returned. 
It is thus obvious that the Boulder Canyon Project Act is of no assistance in 
interpreting the meaning of section 9 of the act of 1939. Of the other multiple- 
purpose project acts in operation or under construction at the time the 1939 act 
was under consideration,” none, with the exception only of that relating to 
Black Canyon,” contained any provisions whatever as to rates for the sale of 
power or the requirements for repayment from power revenues. 

Whatever significance is to be derived from the Acting Secretary’s letter thus 
must be found in his statement that section 9 of the act of 1939 would put into 
effect “sound publie policy.” It is argued by the Bureau of Reclamation ‘nat this 
“sound public policy” is to be found in the Bureau’s practice in establishing rate 
schedules under the special acts referred to. This practice seems to have been 
one which included an interest: charge over and above charges sufficient to amor- 
tize the entire cost of the project. Admittedly, however, such schedules were 
established as a matter of policy and not as a matter of legal requirement. The 
implication of the Acting Secretary’s letter would thus appear to go no further 
than to suggest that under section 9 of the act of 1939, a similar policy could be 
followed. There is no necessary implication that such a procedure should be 
followed as a matter of law. 

In these circumstances, I am confronted with a situation in which the language 
of the legislation in question is perfectly clear but the legislative history of 
doubtful intent. Ordinarily, legislative history is invoked when it can throw 
light on statutory language which is susceptible of more than one meaning. 
Such is not the case here. To deviate from the interpretation I have placed on 
section 9 of the act of 1939 would require reading something into the act which 
is not there. In order to accomplish this, I am asked to resort to legislative his- 
tory which is itself capable of several meanings. It would be a curious reversal 
of ordinary canons of statutory interpretation to follow such a course. 

Considerable point is made by the Bureau of Reclamation of the practices of 
the Bureau in establishing rate schedules and of representations made to Congress 
since the passage of the 1939 act. It is contended that representations thus made 
and appropriations made by the Congress in consequence thereof are entitled to 
great weight in determining the requirements of that act. 

But most of the colloquies between Bureau representatives and members of 
appropriations committees are ambiguous, subject to a meaning which is con- 
sistent with the contentions of the Division of Power as well as with those of the 
Bureau of Reclamation. In a discussion between Commissioner Page and Con- 
gressman Carter in connection with H. R. 8745, 76th Congress, 3d session, which 
was the first appropriation act following the enactment of the 1939 act, Com- 
missioner Page observed that “under the 1939 act it is contemplated that money 
allocated to power should pay interest, and the water end of it would be interest 
free.” (House hearings, p. 382.) When Commissioner Page testified before the 
Senate Subcommittee on Appropriations in connection with the same bill, he 
assured Senator Taft that “power always carries interest. The rates are set to 


‘repay investment with interest.” (Supplemental hearings, Senate Subcommittee 


on Appropriations, p. 27.) 
In connection with H. R. 4590, which became the act of June 28, 1941, the 
second annual appropriation act after the enactment of the 1939 act, Commis- - 


1 The following acts involve situations of that kind: The acts of June 5, 1924 (43 Stat. 
416) and March 4, 1929 (45 Stat. 1590), relating to the Black Canyon Powerplant and the 
Deadwood Reservoir, Boise project: the acts of March 4, 1929 (45 Stat. 1592) and April 9, 
1938 (52 Stat. 210), relating to the Shoshone powerplant ; the act of May 14, 1930 (46 
Stat. 279, 308), relating to the Yakima-Prosser powerplant; the several appro riation acts 
syating to the Kendri project, beginning with the act of June 22, 1936 (49 Stat. 1757, 
1784) (these must be considered along with the finding of feasibility of August 30, 1935, 
which was premised on the use of power revenues to retire a pert of the cost that might 
properly be chargeable to irrigation) ; and the act of August 1937 (50 Stat. 564, 593, 
and 595), relating to the Rio Grande’ project and to the Colorado- Big Thompson project. 
Reference should be made also to the acts of August 30, 1935 (49 Stat. 1028, 1039), and 
August 26, 1937 (50 Stat. 850), which related to Grand Coulee Dam, Parker Dam, and 
the Central Valley projects, which were eget etter projects under construction when 
the 1939 project act was being considered, but for which at that time no provision had 
been made for the allocation of costs, nor for the terms on which power would be sold. 

12 Act of March 4, 1929, ch. 705 (45 Stat. 1562). 
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sioner Page told Congressman Fitzpatrick that power prices were ‘based on 
taking care of the operation of the plant, amortization of the investment within 
the period which the law permits, and the payment of 3 percent on the cost of 
construction.” In answer to a question by Congressman Sheppard, the Com- 
missioner said: 

“* * * We establish a rate at a figure which we think will yield, with the out- 
put which we have, the operating cost, the amortization, and the interest; and 
that is the rate at which we sell the power, and that varies in each case with the 
investment involved, because of amortization and interest.” (Hearings, House 
Subcommittee on Appropriations, 77th Cong., 1st sess., p. 613.) 

Later in the same hearings, Commissioner Page told Congressman Leavy that 
“No interest is charged on the cost of construction for irrigation. That, charged 
to power is repaid with interest.” (Hearings, p. 634.) 

In connection with H. R. 6845, which become the act of July 2, 1942, the 
third appropriation act after passage of the 1939 act, Commissioner Page in re- 
sponse to a question by Congressman Leavy stated: 

“Expenditures for irrigation are reimbursable under the law. That must be 
repaid in 40 years without interest. Costs allocated to power in multiple 
purpose projects are repaid with interest at 3 percent * * *.” (Hearings, 
House Subcommittee on Appropriations, 77th Cong., 2d sess., p. 306.) 

When H. R. 6845 was under debate on the floor of the House, Mr. Leavy in 
discussing the proposed appropriation for the Central Valley project asserted; 

“It will cost somewhere between $225 million and $275 million. 

_ “Every dollar of this is to be paid back to the Federal Treasury over a period 
of 40 years, the reclamation feature without interest and the power feature with 
interest.” (88 Congressional Record, p. 5721.) 

In connection with H. R. 2719 which became the act of July 12, 1943, the 
fourth annual appropriation following enactment of the 1939 act, Commissioner 
Page, in response to a question by Congressman Norrell, made the following ex- 
planation before the House Subcommittee on Appropriations: 

“Most of the projects now being constructed were authorized prior to the 
enactment of the 1939 act; however, the practice of the Bureau previous to the 


enactment of the 1939 act was analogous to the procedure set up in the 1939 act. . 


This practice in substance consisted of allocating to each use that portion of the 
-project that was used exclusively for that particular purpose and the common 
works were likewise allocated as could best be determined on the basis of use, 
After these allocations had been made, consideration was given to the ability 
of the water users to repay the costs properly charged to them as well as the 
benefits they could be expected to receive from the construction. The result of 
such an allocation in most cases has been that a certain part only of the project 
cost properly allocated to irrigation be repaid by charges made to the water users, 
The rest of the allocation to irrigation uses and, of course, all of the allocation to 
power, will be returned by power revenues.” 

It will be observed that in these conversations loose language is frequently 
employed both by the Commissioner and by members of the committee. I am im- 
pressed, however, with the thought that such expressions as “power features,” 
“irrigation features,” “power costs,” “costs allocated to power in multiple-purpose 
projects” are employed to identify the construction allocations of the power and 
irrigation features, as the case may be. For example, in Commissioner Page’s 
testimony, last quoted, he says: 

“* * * The result of such an allocation in most cases has been that a cer- 
_ tain part only of the project cost properly allocated to irrigation be repaid by 
charges made to the water users. The rest of the allocation to irrigation uses 
and, of course, all of the allocation to power, will be returned by power 
revenues,” ‘ 

This immediately suggests that both the Commissioners and his hearers dis- 
tinguished between the power investment and the irrigation investment. It is 
reasonable to assume therefore that when the committee members were assured 
that “costs allocated to power” were collected with interest, and when they them- 
selves made such statements as “the reclamation features [are rapid] without 
interest and the power feature with interest,” it was understood that in addition 
to. interest thereon, only power costs would be reflected in the rates. I am per- 


suaded that insofar as the legislative history of the four appropriation acts since 


enactment of the 1939 act refer to the requirements for rate schedules, I could 
go no further than to conclude that these requirements, in addition to operation 


and maintenance cost, include only the amortization of the power investment 
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plus 3 percent interest thereon, unless “other fixed charges” are necessary to 
insure complete repayment of reimbursable costs. In other words, if it were 
permissible to consider this material, it would support the contention of the 
Division of Power as such, if not more than that of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

To all of these statements, however, I am not disposed to attach significance. 
Statements subsequently addressed to Congress may not be invoked to alter 
what otherwise would be the plain meaning of a statute. Since I find no am- 
biguity in the terms of section 9 of the act of 1939, I am unwilling to look to later 
declarations either by administrative officials or by members of appropriation 
subcommittees to make them ambiguous. 

It has been suggested that the mere use of the word “interest” in subsection 
9 (c) of the act of 1939 indicates a congressional intention that rate schedules be 
established which will return sufficient revenues to meet the requirements set 
forth in subsection 9 (a) of that act and in addition a “profit” of 3 percent on 
the power investment. “Interest,” it is argued, implies a “profit” on investment. 
It implies the collection of a sum in addition to the amount on which the interest 
is charged. To use this sum for the purpose of reimbursement of the capital 
on which it is charged is to defeat the very purpose of its requirement. If the 
validity of this reasoning be conceded, I think it is answered by a consideration 
of the character of projects like Grand Coulee. The Reclamation Act of 1939 
contemplated vast multiple-purpose projects, projects which would serve the 
ends of irrigation, power generation, navigation and flood control. The provision 
in subsection 9 (a) for allocation of costs to different functions suggests that 
the Congress regarded such projects, for purposes of fiscal planning and account- 
ing, as interrelated but nevertheless separate enterprises. The costs for naviga- 
tion and flood control purposes are to be borne in one way, costs for power con- 
struction in another, and costs for reclaiming and irrigating agricultural land in 
still a third manner. It seems to me not unusual to use the word “interest” 
as a return to be realized on one enterprise even though a part of the revenues 
from that enterprise are required to reimburse the reclamation fund for a 
capital investment in another enterprise. Since the returns from power invest- 
ments are more generous than the returns from investments for irrigation 
purposes, it is only natural to suppose that the Congress anticipated the former 
to yield a return which could be applied to subsidize the latter. 

I am not prepared, however, to concede the validity of the proposition that 
to use revenues collected by reason of an interest factor for the purpose of reim- 
bursement of capital on which it is charged is to defeat the purpose of its require- 
ment. It is a question-begging proposition. The fallacy lies in the assumption 
as to the purpose of the interest requirement. It does no violence to common 
sense to assume that the 3 percent interest requirement in subsection 9 (c) 
was intended to insure minimum rates for power in cases where a 40-year 
amortization plan would otherwise make’ possible rates which would return 
revenues less than an amount equal to 3 percent on the power construction costs. 
It is to be remembered that the Congress has been sensitive to the competitive 
position of Government power projects, and it is not unreasonable to assume an 
intention only to insure power rates which, under no circumstances, could be less 
than those which would return, in addition to operation and maintenance costs, 
an amount equal to 3 percent on the construction investment. In other words, 
the Congress may well have been concerned at this point with a minimum rate 
schedule rather than an enterprise which would insure a net profit to the Gov- 
ernment. The device of requiring an interest component in the rate schedule 
was one method of attaining this objective. 

It accordingly is my conclusion that the minimum legal requirement of sub- 
section 9 (c) of the act of 1939 may be met by the establishment of rate schedules 
which will return: 

(1) The share of operation and maintenance expenses chargeable to power - 


_ development. 


(2) Interest at not less than 3 percent on the power construction costs, and 

(3) As “other fixed charges,” an amount equal to any excess over total net 
power revenues which would otherwise exist in the construction costs allocated 
to power to be returned from power revenues. 

The Secretary may, if he deems them proper, include still other “fixed charges.” 
His discretion under this provision is sufficiently broad to enable him to include 
charges which will produce revenues sufficient to equal all construction costs 
allocated to power to be returned from power revenues, including costs allocated 
to irrigation which are beyond the ability of the water users to repay, in addition 
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to the returns representing interest at not less than 3 percent annually on the 

power construction investment. He is not, however, so required by law. 
Question II is whether the interest element in the rate schedule, which is to 

be computed on the part of the construction cost properly chargeable to power, 


must be calculated on that interest base from the time the investment was made.’ 


It raises a preliminary question, however, whether interest during the period 
of construction should be regarded as a part of the construction cost of the 
project. If it should be so regarded, it would seem clear that the interest element 
in the rate schedule should not be calculated from the time of making the 
investment, since the part chargeable for the period of construction already 
would be reflected in the rate schedule. If it should not be so regarded, there 
would remain the question whether the Secretary, in fixing rates which would pro- 
duce revenues “at least sufficient to cover * * * interest on an appropriate share 
of the construction investment at not less than 3 per centum per annum * * * ” is 
nevertheless required to compute the interest from the time of the investment. 

While interest during construction has been treated in some situations as a 
part of the cost of the project,” two considerations tend to negative the propriety 
of its inclusion here. First, subsection 9 (a) of the Reclamation Project Act of 
1939, which provides for cost allocations reports, speaks in terms only of “the 
estimated cost of the proposed construction” and “the part of the estimated cost 
which can properly be allocated” to irrigation, power, and other purposes. ‘This 
language, in the absence of more specific provisions, seems to be addressed only 
to capital investment. Secondly, if interest during construction should be in- 
cluded as a part of the project cost, it would seem that it reasonably should 
apply alike to the parts of the construction cost allocable to power and to 
irrigation, whereas interest historically has not been included in the financing 
of irrigation.“ I therefore conclude that interest during construction need not 
be included as a part of the cost of the project. The question as originally 
submitted therefore remains to be answered. 

A easual examination of the provision for interest in the rate schedule would 
raise the suggestion of a requirement that it be calculated from the date of 
investment.“ Administrative practice prior to the enactment of the 1939 act 
was not uniform.”® Two considerations, however, lead me to the conclusion that 
interest need not be calculated from the date of investment. First, the rate 
requirements of subsection 9 (c) are “in connection with the operation of any 
project” [emphasis supplied]. Secondly, it does not appear that the element 
of interest during construction has been reflected in any manner in any rate 
determinations made under subsection 9 (c), and the financial studies reflected in 
the feasibility reports made in three projects pursuant to subsection 9 (a) are 
based on calculations of annual revenues and annual charges.” In two of these 
three instances, appropriations of funds have been made by the Congress for 
project construction.” Appropriations made with knowledge of administrative 
construction and practices are entitled to weight.” 

It therefore is my opinion that the Secretary is not legally required, for the 
purposes of ratemaking, to calculate interest on the investment from the time 
of actual expenditure in construction and that it may be calculated from such 
subsequent point of time as would be factually most consistent with the legal 


18 See, e. g., In the Matter of Clarion River Power Co., 1 F. P. C. Rept. 269, 314 (1935). 

4 See S. Doc. 36. 76th Cong., 1st sess., p. 30. 

% See hearings, H. R. 4852. House Subcommittee on Anpropriations, 76th Cong., 1st sess., 
p. 334. See also ibid., p. 437. Beating H. R. 6984, House Committee on Irrigation and 
Reclamation, 76th Cong.. Ist sess.. p. 144: 81 Congressional Record 10220. 

16 See, on the one hand, the financial studies for the Colorado-Big Thompson project 
(S. Doe. 80, 75th Cong., 1st sess., pp. 31, 32.-and 33) and the hearings on an appropriation 
item for the Rio Grande project (hearings, House Subcommiteee on Appropriations, 75th 
Cong., Ist sess., p. 316), both of which reflect a policy of charging interest during the 
period of construction, On the other hand, see hearings, House Subcommittee on Appro- 
priations. 70th Cong., 2d sess.. p. 452, in connection with the Black Canyon powerplant, 

and hearings, House Subcommittee on Appropriations, 76th Cong., 1st sess., p. 286, in 
connection with the Kendrick project. ; 

7 In addition, it may be observed that subsec. 9 (c) speaks in terms of annual “operation 
and maintenance cost,’’ which raises a suggestion that the other factors in the rate base, 
including interest, may be similarly computed. 

18 Boise project (Anderson Ranch Reservoir) (H. Doc. 916. 76th Cong., 3d sess.) ; Kings 
River project (H. Doc. 631, 76th Cong., 3d sess.) ; Bullshead Dam project (H. Doc. 186, 
77th Cong., 1st sess.). { 

1 See, e. g., act of June 28, 1941 (55 Stat. 303, 336), which appropriated funds for the 
Bullshead project “for the purpose and substantially in accordance with the report thereon 
heretofore submitted under sec. 9 of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939.” 

(94a vy. Nickles, 104 U. S. 444, 447 (1881) ; Brooks v. Dewar, 313 U. S. 354, 360, 361 
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reasons which have led to this conclusion. Such point of time presumably would 
be that at which the generation of energy begins to produce revenues. 
The answers to the questions propounded are thus as follows: 
I (a). No. . 
I (b), Yes. 
II. No. Interest may be calculated from an “appropriate” later date. 
Respectfully, 
(Signed) Fowxer Harper, 
Solicitor. 
Approved: September 29, 1944. 
(Signed) Haroitp L. IcKEgs, 
Secretary of the Interior. 
M. 33473 (Supplemental) 


MINIMUM REVENUE REQUIREMENTS FOR COLUMBIA BASIN (GRAND COULEE) PRrogectT 
Opinion, September 10, 1945 


COLUMBIA BASIN (GRAND COULEE) PROJECT—-POWER DEVELOPMENT—-MINIMUM 
REVENUE REQUIREMENTS—REPAYMENT PERIOD 


There is no specific statutory period under the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 
(53 Stat. 1193), within which the costs allocated to be repaid from net power 
revenues thereunder must be repaid. The'repayment period accordingly may 
be such as the Secretary of the Interior in his discretion shall determine to be 
proper for each project, within the useful life of that project. 

The Reclamation Project Act, supra, specifies no period within which there 
must be repaid that portion of the costs “properly chargeable to irrigation but 
which are beyond the ability of the water users to repay” (the irrigation sub- 
sidy). The repayment period accordingly may be such as the Secretary of the 


- Interior in his discretion shall determine to be proper for each project, within 


the useful life of that project. 


COLUMBIA BASIN (GRAND COULEE) PROJECT—-MINIMUM REVENUE REQUIREMENTS— 
RATE SCHEDULES—INTEREST BASE 


The estimated power construction investment constituting the base upon which 
the 3-percent interest element in the rate schedules established under subsection 
9 (c) of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939, supra, is calculated, is not subject 
to diminution in any manner by reason of net revenues being applied under the 
Hayden-O’Mahoney amendment (52 Stat. 291, 322). 

Harper, Solicitor. 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR, 
Washington 25, D. C., September 10, 1945. 
M. 33473 (Supplemental). 


The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. 


My Dear Mr. Secretary: By a joint memorandum of May 28, which you sub- 
mitted to me on May 31, the Director of the Division of Power and the Com- 
missioner of the Bureau of Reclamation recommended that certain legal ques- 
tions raised therein be submitted to me for an opinion. The memorandum sum- 
marizes the holding in my opinion (M. 33473) approved by you on September 29, 
1944, concerning the minimum legal requirements for rate schedules to be estab- 
lished for the sale of electrical energy from the Grand Coulee Dam, Columbia 
Basin project, under subsection 9 (c) of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 
(53 Stat. 1193, 43 U. S. C. sec. 485), * and concludes that two additional questions 
require answer in order to determine “the minimum revenue requirements.” The 
first question is as follows: 

“Within what period of time must there be returned to the United States: 

(a) The estimated construction costs properly allocated to power? 


1The summarization reads: “To the end of producing revenues sufficient to return to 
the United States, in addition to estimated operation and maintenance costs of the com- 
mercial power system, all estimated construction costs allocated to be returned from 
pees revenues (i. e., estimated commercial power system construction costs plus subsidy, . 

any) the required minimum factors which rates for the sale of power must return, stated 
on an annual basis, are 3 percent of the construction investment properly allocated to 
power and such additional amounts, under the caption ‘other fixed charges,’ as are needed 
for the purpose of providing revenues sufficient to meet these costs.” 
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(b) The estimated costs, if amy, properly allocable to purposes other than 
power but which are allocated to be returned from power revenues (i. e., the 
subsidy ) ?” 

The memorandum refers to the fact that the joint report of the Bonneville 
Power Administration and the Bureau of Reclamation on the allocation and re- 
payment of the costs of the Columbia Basin project, approved by you on January 
31, states that no period for amortization.(i. e., repayment) is expressly fixed by 
law, and that the implicit legal requirement would appear to be that costs be 
amortized within a-reasonable period, and of course, within the useful life of 
the project. The memorandum states that since the repayment period chesen in 
the Columbia Basin allocation report coincides with the repayment period fixed 
by law for the water users (40 years, plus the development period, if any), the 
explicit question of the maximum length of the repayment period or periods for 
power construction costs and subsidy, if any, did not have to be considered. It 
accordingly was deemed advisable to present the question for formal determina- 
tion by the solicitor. 

It is my opinion, answering part (a), that there is no specific statutory require- 
ment with respect to the period of time within which power construction costs are 
to be repaid. It accordingly appears that there may be established a period of 


time based upon what is generally regarded in similar undertakings as a reason- - 


able repayment period, within the useful life of the project, taking into con- 
sideration the circumstances of each individual project. Answering part (b), itis 
my opinion that the repayment period for that part of the estimated costs properly 
chargeable to irrigation but beyond the ability of the water users to repay (the 
irrigation subsidy) may be established in a manner similar to that established 
for the repayment of power construction costs. 

A review of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 and related legislation dis- 
closes no provision specifying a time within which repayment of construction 
costs allocated to be repaid from power revenues must be made. Such repay- 
ment provisions as are contained in the act refer to repayments to be made under 
water service contracts with municipalities (subsec. 9 (c), first sentence), or 
water users (subsec. 9 (d)), both types specifying repayment within 40 years. 
The legislation is silent with respect to the length of the repayment period within 
which the Government is to repay to itself “the part of the estimated cost which 
can properly be allocated to power and probably be returned to the United States 
in net power revenues” (subsec. 9 (a) (5)). 

The fact that no period of time was specified within which there was to be ac- 
complished the repayment of the amount properly allocable to power appears 
not to have been an oversight. Such meager records as are available on the 
legislative history of this phase of the 1939 act disclose that the matter of a 
repayment period was considered. In a preliminary draft, dated March 27, 
1939, of the controversial fourth sentence of the proposed subsection 9 (ce), 


the Department provided a specific period of time within which such repayment 


was to be effected. The preliminary provision was to the effect that any sale 
of electric power or lease of power privileges made by the Secretary in connection 
with the operation of any works constructed under the Federal reclamation 
laws, “shall be at such rates as in his conclusive judgment will produce power 
revenues, which shall be covered into the reclamation fund, sufficient to return 
in 40 years with 3% per centuni of interest, an appropriate share, as determined 
by the Secretary, of that part of the construction costs allocated by the Secretary 
to power: * * * ” As finally approved, the provision read as follows: 

“ * * * Any sale of electric power or lease of power privileges, made by the 
Secretary in connection with the operation of any project or division of a project, 
shall be for such periods, not to exceed 40 years, and at such rates as in his 
judgment will produce power revenues at least sufficient to cover an appropriate 
share of the annual operation and maintenance cost, interest on an appropriate 
share of the construction investment at not less than 3 per centum per annum, 
and such other fixed charges as the Secretary deems proper: * * * ” 

Differing circumstances exist with respect to the various project undertakings. 
A repayment period suitable for one project might not be suitable for another. 
The solution apparently decided upon was to leave to the discretion of the 
Secretary of the Interior the determination of an appropriate time within the 
useful life of each project during which repayment should be required. The 
40-year limitation imposed by the provision as finally approved clearly applies 
to the duration of contracts to be entered into for the sale of power or leases 
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of power privileges in connection with the operation of power projects, and not 
to repayment of the project costs.’ 

I accordingly conclude as to part (a) that there is no specified statutory period 
within which the repayment of costs allocated to be repaid from net power 
revenues must be made, and that the répayment period therefore may be such 
as the Secretary of the Interior in his discretion shall determine to be proper to 
effect repayment within the useful life of each project. 

The portion of the costs “properly chargeable to irrigation but which are 
beyond the ability of the water users to repay within the statutory repayment 
period” (the irrigation subsidy), is conceded to constitute “part of the estimated 
cost which can properly be allocated to power and probably be returned to the 
United States in net power revenues.” Since it clearly is not intended to be 
regarded as an irrigation charge required to be repaid by the water users, it 
accordingly is not governed by the repayment period applicable to such charges. 
It is a charge, in addition to the power construction costs, which is required to 
be repaid from power revenues, if the project is to meet the test of feasibility 
Jaid down in section 9 (a) of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939. I accordingly 
conclude as to part (b) that, as in the case of power construction costs, no 
specific statutory repayment period is prescribed for the return of such charge 
and the repayment period acocrdingly may be such as the Secretary of the In- 
terior in his discretion shall decide to be proper for repayment within the useful 
life of each project. 

The second legal question is as follows: 7 

“Is the estimated construction investment properly allocated to power upon 
which the 3-percent factor is calculated subject to diminution in any manner by 
reason of net revenues being applied, under the Hayden-O’Mahoney amendment,’ 
against that construction investment, and, if so, to what extent?” 

It is my opinion that the estimated power construction investment constituting 
the base upon which the 3-percent interest element in the rate schedule is cal- 
culated is not subject to diminution in any manner by reason of any revenues 
being applied, under the Hayden-O’Mahoney amendment, against that construe- 
tion investment. ; 

Four views are submitted as having been advanced on this question: 

“(a) The 3-percent return (as distinguished from the return, if any, for 
‘other fixed charges’) is required upon the construction investment without reduc- 
tion, until the total return equals the investment, after which it may be 
discontinued. 

“(b) The 3-percent return (as distinguished from the return, if any, for ‘other 
fixed charges’) is required upon the construction investment without reduction as 
long as power is sold. 

“(c) The 3-percent return (as distinguished from the return, if any, for ‘other 
fixed charges’) is required only upon the construction investment reduced by that 
portion of the total power revenues that have been collected and applied to repay- 
ment of the construction investment. : 

“(d) The 8-percent return (as distinguished from the return, if any, for ‘other 
fixed charges’ ) is required upon the construction investment reduced by the 
amount by which that portion of total power revenues previously collected has 
exceeded the 3-percent return and has been applied to repayment of the construc- 
tion investment.” 

Views (a), (0), and (c) are self-explanatory. View (d) assumes that for some 
reason (e. g., unanticipated volume of sales), net power revenues in amounts 
greater than 3 percent of the investment as originally calculated may become 
available for application against repayment of that investment, and asks, as I 


2 This interpretation is consistent with the general policy of the Congress as mo - 
pressly indicated with respect to the marketing of vinples energy from the. Bonneville 
roject. In sec. 7 of the Bonneville Project Act (50 Stat. 731, 16 U. S. C., sec. 832f), it 
s provided that rate schedules shall be established to amortize the Government’s invest- 
ment ‘over a reasonable period of years.” Pursuant to this provision. a 50-year amortiza- 
tion period was established by the Federal Power Commission in its allocation order issued 
June 26, 1945. Sec. 5 (a) of the Bonneville Project Act authorizes the making of power 
sales contracts with a maximum term of 20 years. This act indicates a legislative policy 
of limiting the term of contracts to specified periods, thus giving the Goverrment and 
purchasers an opportunity to negotiate suitable new contracts, but allowing te overall 
amortization period to vary with particular projects depending upon what is reasonable 
in the partieular case. 
® Act of May 9, 1938 (52 Stat. 291, 322, 43 U. S. C., sec. 392 (a)). 
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understand it, whether the annual interest calculation in such event could be 
made on the investment base reduced by the revenues derived from the excess 
over the 3-percent interest element. Since there is involved the same basic 
question posed in view (c), namely, whether the 3 percent may be calculated on 
a reduced investment base, the two will be considered together. 

View (b) in my opinion is the only one for which there is authoritative sup- 
port. For the reasons stated in my opinion of September 29, 1944 (M. 33478), 
this conclusion necessarily is required. Since that opinion supports only view 
(6), and therefore precludes acceptance of views (@), (c), and (d), it appears 
advisable to review those portions of it which established unequivocally that 
not only is the interest element of the rate schedule to continue so long as power 
is sold, but also that the “appropriate share of the construction investment” upon 
which the 3-percent element of the rate schedule is to operate is the power con- 
struction costs and not an amount representing those costs on an annually 
diminishing basis. 

On page 6 it was stated that: 

“* * * T believe that a proper interpretation of section 9 of the Roclansiiel 
Act of 1989 and the Hayden-O’Mahoney amendment to the Department's appro- 
- priation act of 1939 require that the minimum rate schedule to be such as to 
produce [on an annual basis] revenues sufficient only to meet in addition to the 
return for operation and maintenance costs, an amount equal to 3 percent of 
the power construction costs with the proviso that if total revenues thus produced 
are insufficient to repay all costs allocated to power to be repaid by power 
revenues, ‘other fixed charges’ must be included in the rate schedule to produce 
revenues sufficient to repay such costs. * * *” [Italic supplied. ] 

On page 7 the opinion stated : 

“* * * It appears, therefore, that there is nothing in the act of 1939 to prevent 
the Secretary from fixing rates sufficient to meet ‘an appropriate share of the 
annual operation and maintenance cost,’ interest on ‘an appropriate share of the 
construction investment’ at 3 per centum per annum and ‘other fixed charges’ 
sufficient to retire all construction costs to be returned from net power revenues. 
[Italic supplied. ] 

“The Hayden-O’Mahoney amendment deals expressly with the disposition of 
power revenues. Jt contains the specific provision that all revenues derived from 
the sale of power ‘shail be covered into the reclamation fund.’ No reservation 
of any amount for the payment of special accounts, such as interest in the form 
of a ‘profit’ to the United States, is made. It is provided that only after net 
revenues derived from the sale of power developed in connection with any such 
projects shall have repaid those construction costs of such project ‘allocated’ to 
power to be repaid by power revenues (power construction costs plus subsidy) 
therefrom shall any part of said net revenues derived from the sale of power 
developed in connection with such projects go to the United States. Then, by 
specific instruction, it directs their disposition by providing that they ‘shall, after 
the close of each fiscal year, be transferred to and covered into the General 
Treasury as “miscellaneous receipts,”’ No clearer reflection of congressional 
intention with respect to the application to be made of revenues derived from 
irrigation power undertakings could be found. There appears to be no conflict, 
therefore, between the Hayden-O’Mahoney amendment and section 9 of the act 
of 1939, and I find nothing in either act which would require the Bureau of 
Reclamation to change what appears to be its past practice with respect to the 
application of power revenues. That practice appears to have been to retain in 
the reclamation fund, as a part of net power revenues, collections representing 


the interest element, where, it is reasonable to presume, they have been available . 


for application against reimbursable costs not otherwise paid. This practice 
was in accord with a number of statutes dealing with specific projects which 
called for the application of all revenues from power to the credit of the 
projects. * * *” [Additional italic supplied.] 

In the original joint submission of questions which resulted in my first opinion 
the term “an appropriate share of the construction investment” was conceded to 
refer to the power construction costs. That view was found to be supported by the 
history and related legislation affecting reclamation power projects and for that 
reason will not be further discussed here.‘ 

Clearly it was intended by the Hayden-O’Mahoney amendment that there should 
be continuing revenues flowing annually from reclamation power projects which, 
after accomplishing the payment of the costs allocated to power to be paid from 


*See p. 5, footnote 5, of Opinion M. 33473, approved September 29, 1944. 
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power revenues (power construction costs plus subsidy) should thereafter, at the 
close of each fiscal year not be retained in the reclamation fund, reduced by 
virtue of a diminished base, discontinued, or otherwise diverted, but be trans- 
ferred and covered into the Treasury as “miscellaneous receipts.” The minimum 
requirements of the rate schedule include two elements the revenue from which 
is earmarked for specific application (operation and maintenance costs). The 
only element, assuming a case where a rate schedule would reflect only the 
minimum legal requirements (and “other fixed charges” would not be involved), 
which could supply the “net revenues” which at the end of each fiscal year after 
full repayment of costs allocated to be paid from power revenues “shall * * * 
be transferred to and covered into the General Treasury as ‘miscellaneous re- 
ceipts,’ ” would be the interest element. 

If the views expressed in (a), (c) and (d) were to be seriously entertained, 
there would result a negation of this obvious intention and purpose of the Hayden- 
O’Mahoney amendment, a statute which my first opinion concluded necessarily 
must be construed in conjunction with the provisions of the Reclamation Project 
Act of 1939 in the determination of the application or disposition to be made of the 
revenues authorized by the 1939 act to be collected, since whether the interest 
element were discontinued entirely after the revenue return equalled the original 
costs allocated to power to be paid therefrom (view (a)), or were constantly 
lessened on a diminished balance of the investment basis, as proposed by views (c) 
and (d), there would remain either nothing under view (a), or only a perpetually 
diminishing but never ending amount under views (c) and (d), which “after the 
close of each fiscal year [shall] be transferred to and covered into the General 
Treasury as ‘miscellaneous receipts.’ ”’ 

In my previous opinion, I concluded that “other fixed charges” were necessary 
under subsection 9 (c) of the 1939 act only if the net revenues derived through the 
8-percent element of the rate schedule were insufficient to accomplish the return of 
both the power construction costs and the irrigation subsidy within the repay- 
ment period chosen by the Secretary. The application of view (c) would result 
in constantly diminishing net revenues attributable to the 3-percent element be- 
cause the base upon which the 3-percent is calculated thereunder would constantly 
diminish. In order tc return within the prescribed repayment period both power 
construction costs and the subsidy, the element representing ‘other fixed charges” 
would as the result of the application of that view have to be correspondingly in- 
creased. Even assuming that in some years net revenues other than those at- 
tributable to the element, if any, reflecting “other fixed charges” were in excess of 
8 percent of the base (view (d)), the element for “other fixed charges” would 
still of necessity have to be increased. 

These conclusions may be demonstrated by the following examples: Assume 
a power construction cost of $10,000 and a subsidy of $5,000 or a total of $15,000 
allocated for probable return from net power revenues. Assume also a 50-year 
period in which that amount is to be returned. Annual net revenues equal to 
8 percent of $10,000 (power investment) will return in 50 years the necessary 
$15,000. If, as I have concluded, the 3 percent is to be calculated on the un- 
diminished power construction investment base, no element for “other fixed 
charges” is necessary in the rate schedule. However, if view (c) applies, the 

result would be as follows: In the first year there would be net revenues of $300. 
i The “investment” upon which the 3-percent factor is calculated would be reduced 
to $9,700. There would be a requirement, in order to return all remaining con- 
struction costs allocated to be returned from power revenues that net revenues 
equalling $14,700 be returned over the remaining 49 years of the repayment 
period. For the second year, application of the 3-percent factor would return 
only 8 percent of $9,700 or $291. In order to bring the net revenues up to the 
point where they will equal $15,000 at the end of the 50-year period, an element 
for ‘other fixed charges” to the extent of the deficiency resulting must now be 
included in the rate schedule. If instead of $300 in the first year, the net revenues 
are $400, so that view (d) would operate, the base upon which the 3-percent 
interest element is to be calculated would, for the second year, be $9,900, rather 
than $9,700 (on the basis of my understanding that under view (d) the base 
would be reduced by the amount of net revenue in excess of 3 percent). The total 
net revenue requirement over the remaining 49 years would be $14,600. Three 
percent of $9,900 is $297. Assuming there were no further excess net revenues 
during the repayment period, net revenues at the end of the repayment period 
would total only $14,953. Again, a factor for “other fixed charges” would have 
to be included in the rate schedule in order to accomplish the return of a total 
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of $15,000 within the prescribed 50-year period. In the absence of a more definite 
direction than is to be gathered from existing law, I find it impossible to accept 
the supposition that the Congress intended the 3-percent interest element and the 
discretionary authority for the inclusion 6f other fixed charges in the rate 
schedules to be manipulated in any such manner.® 

Finally, I think it should be recognized that the basic reason for including 
specifically a minimum interest requirement in the rate schedules to be estab- 
lished under subsection 9 (c) of the 1939 act was the evident sensitivity of the 
Congress to the competitive position of the Government in the power field.®. The 
second paragraph on page 14 of my first opinion stated this conviction as follows; 

“* * * Tt does no violence to commonsense to assume that the 3-percent interest 
requirement in subsection 9 (c) was intended to insure minimum rates for power 
in cases where a 40-year amortization plan would otherwise make possible rates 
which would return revenues less than an amount equal to 3 percent on the power 
construction costs. It is to be remembered that the Congress has becn sensitive 
to the competitive position of Government power projects, and it is not unreason- 
able to assume an intention only to insure power rates which, under no circum. 
stances, could be less than those which would return, in addition to operation and 
maintenance costs, an amount equal to 3 percent of the construction investment, 
In other words, the Congress may well have been concerned at this point with 
a minimum rate schedule rather than an enterprise which would insure a net 
profit to the Government. The device of requiring an interest component in the 
rate schedule was one method of attaining this objective.” [Italics supplied.] 

I think that to attempt to inject into the provisions of the 1939 act any sugges- 
tion that the Congress intended that the interest element of the rate schedules 
should be computed on less than the full amount of the power investment so long 
as power is sold would be to do violence not only to the language of the act but 
also to the obvious policy and intention of the Congress. 


5 The basis for the confusion reflected in views (c) and (d), it appears, may be at- 
tributed to the following statements appearing in a memorandum from the Bureau of 
Reclamation of June 15, 1944: . 

“(4) The interest return on the power investment is determined by a financial study 
of operations during the repayment period. Gross revenues, expenses, and net revenues are 
ealeulated, and the net revenues applied against repayment. Interest is calculated on 
the unpaid investment each year. ‘The rate is taken as 3 percent per annum, this being 
in accordance with the minimum rate provided by sec. 9 of the Reclamation Project Act 
of 1939 (53 Stat. 1187). (Italics supplied.) 

. 7 * * a * * 

(5) In the past, in cases where power revenues have been required both to amortize 
the power investment with 3 percent and to retire a portion of the irrigation investment, 
it was the practice to use a sinking-fund method for determining the annual repayments 
of the power investment. Under this method, the annual installment to cover retirement 
of the power investment and interest was determined in advance by a formula. All 
actual revenues in excess of this installment of principal and interest were applied to the 
irrigation costs. It is our conclusion, however, that this method for calculating return 
is more stringent than required by the Reclamation Project Act of 1939. Studies now 
being made, such as on the Columbia Basin project, are proceeding on the premise that 
all net power revenues will be anplied first to the power investment. Under such a plan, 
the interest on the power investment is determined each year on the basis of the then 
remaining balance of the power investment. Under this plan. the irrigation costs to be 
repaid from power revenues would be paid only after the power revenues had retired the 
power investment with interest. 

“In no case has the Bureau used the straight-line method of repayment with respect 
to construction costs to be repaid out of power revenues.” (Italics supplied.) 

The foregoing statements were based upon a contention, found in my former opinion to 
be without merit, that an element representing interest as a “profit” to be realized by the 
United States must be included in the rate schedules established under subsec. 9 (c) of 
the 1939 act, in addition to elements representing operation and maintenance costs, 
amortization of the power investment, and repayment of the irrigation subsidy. Nothing 
is to be gained, therefore, from their use in argument. 

® While extensive discussion of the matter appears to have taken place in the Depart- 
ment. the only recorded statement which has come to my attention is a memorandum 
addressed to the Secretary on June 24, 1939, by my predecessor, Solicitor Margold, After 
stating the language of the sentence as it then appeared with respect to the interest 
element, the Solicitor stated that his attention has been called to the fact that: 

“* * * the 814-nercent minimum prohably will be too high in view of contemplated 
reductions in the interest charges on public-works financing. I understand that the 3%- 
percent figure was originally fixed by analogy to the rates established for Bonneville 
ower. * 

. “Tf you concur * * * that a 3%-percent minimum interest return should not be pre- 
scribed for power sales, I believe we might appropriately recommend to the committees 
{of the Congress] the advisability of substituting a standard for fixing the interest return 
on a basis comparable to the rate, charged on comparable public- works projects in the 
place of the fixed 3%-percent. * * 


The bill as finally enacted provided for the reduced rate of 3 percent. 
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In summary, therefore, it is my opinion that the questions submitted to you on 
May 28, must be answered as follows: 

1(a). There is no specific statutory requirement with respect to the period 
of time within which power construction costs are to be repaid. There accord- 
ingly may be established a period of time based upon what is generally regarded in 
similar undertakings as a reasonable repayment period, within the useful life 
of the project, taking into consideration the circumstances of each individual 
project. 

1(b). The repayment period for that part of the estimated costs properly 
chargeable to irrigation but beyond the ability of the water users to repay (the 
irrigation subsidy) may be established in the same manner as that established 
for the repayment of power construction costs. 

2. The estimated power construction investment constituting the base upon 
which the 3-percent interest element in the rate schedule is calculated is not sub- 
ject to diminution in any manner by reason of any revenues being applied, under 
the Hayden-O’Mahoney admendment, against that construction investment. 

Respectfully, 
Fow Ler Harper, Solicitor. 

_.Approved : September 10, 1945. 

HAROLD L. ICKEs, 
Secretary of the Interior. 
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STATEMENT OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 


' At the request of Chairman James E, Murray of the Interior and 


‘Insular Affairs Committee, who presided at the joint hearings with 


the Public Works Committee, the Chief of Army Engineers subse- 


‘ quently submitted to the committees the following comments on the 


testimony previously taken in regard to Missouri River operations: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D. C., June 7, 1957. 
Hon. JAMES BE. Murray, : q 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR Murray: Reference is made to your letter of May 10, 1957, 
relative to the joint hearings on the Missouri Basin projects by the Interior and 
Public Works Committees of the Senate. In accordance with your request, the 
following comments are furnished on the testimony presented on May 1-3. We 
are also prepared to discuss the operation of the Missouri Basin projects in 
further detail whenever additional hearings are scheduled. 

Many questions were raised concerning the basic overall criteria under which 
the improvements were planned, authorized, operated, and maintained. Those 
who have testified during the hearings have a very real interest in the operation 
of the projects in the Missouri River Basin and I appreciate the opportunity to 
explain the position of the Corps of Engineers. For discussion purposes, these . 
questions, insofar as they relate to responsibilities of the Chief of Engineers, 
involve the following major matters: 


(a) Interpretation of the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment relative to the 
operation of the projects. 

(bd) Purposes to be served in operating the projects. 

(c) Allocations of cost to various purposes served. 

(d) Possibility of reducing the flow in the navigation channel and of short- 
ening the navigation season. 

(e) Possibility of slack water navigation improvements on the Missouri 
River. 

Before discussing the above matters, I would like to emphasize that I con- 
sider the broad overall objective of the Missouri Basin program is to obtain 
the optimum development and utilization of the water resources of the Missouri 
River Basin to best serve the needs of the people. This means that maximum 
sustained public benefits should be provided considering all of the purposes 
which can be served by the projects. In any large comprehensive development, 
such as the Missouri River Basin, this requires continuing studies of many 
related and complex problems involving the interests of many people. It is also 
essential that we maintain flexibility in the operation plan to meet changing 
conditions and needs throughout the physical life of the projects. 

The Federal civil-works program as authorized by Congress and administered 
by the Corps of Engineers has grown from small beginnings when the work 
was limited to navigation improvements in rivers and harbors, until now it 
involves large programs for control, conservation, and use of the waters of 
major river basins. While our authorities for such projects stem from flood 
control and rivers and harbors legislation, we have, since the early 1930’s in 
connection with the preparation of the so-called 308 reports, recognized the 
importance of comprehensive basin planning to achieve the best overall use 
of the water resources, Thus, I consider that the Corps of Engineers has no 
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special interest in the operation of the Missouri River projects, or any other 
water resources developments under its jurisdiction, except to obtain the maxi- 
mum sustained public benefits considering all of the purposes which can be served 
by the projects. 

The Corps of Engineers has adhered to and will continue to adhere to the 
provisions of the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment in the Missouri River Basin 
and in all other areas to which it applies. The amendment sponsored by Senators 
O’Mahoney and Millikin as finally modified and adopted constitutes the entire 
first section of the Flood Control Act approved December 22, 1944, and of the 
River and Harbor Act approved March 2, 1945. Section 1 (b) of these acts, which 
deals specifically with possible conflict in the use of water for navigation with 
beneficial consumptive uses of water in States lying wholly or partly west of the 
98th meridian, is quoted below for convenient reference : 

“The use for navigation, in connection with the operation and maintenance 
of such works herein authorized for construction, of waters arising in States 
lying wholly or partly west of the ninety-eighth meridian shall be only such 
use as does not conflict with any beneficial consumptive use, present or future, in 
States lying wholly or partly west of the ninety-eighth meridian, of such waters 
for domestic, municipal, stock water, irrigation, mining or industrial purposes.” 

The records of the hearings before the subcommittee of the Committee on 
Commerce, United States Senate, in May and June 1944 on H. R. 4485 (the 
flood-control bill) and H. R. 3961 (the river and harbor bill) contain extensive 
discussions of the foregoing. These records establish clearly that the amend- 
ment stemmed primarily from fears of western reclamationists that the author- 
ization and development of certain navigation projects would establish a priority 
for use of waters of navigable streams, which might preclude future developments 
of irrigation on these streams and their tributaries. The proponents of the 
amendment repeatedly stressed the need for protection of water rights, hereto- 
fore or hereafter vested under State laws, for future irrigation. Occasionally, 
this was broadened to include upstream beneficial consumptive uses. No mention 
of any priorities for hydroelectric power generation has been found in the review 
of these hearings. The discussions centered to a considerable degree around 
consideration of a plan for improvement of the Snake River (Columbia River 
Basin) for navigation, and consideration of the proposal for a 9-foot navigation 
project on the Missouri River from Sioux City, Iowa, to the mouth. 

The significance of the above section is the restriction placed on any right which 
the Federal Government might otherwise have to prevent the use of upstream 
waters for beneficial consumptive purposes when such waters are needed for the 
use of navigation in connection with the operation and maintenance of works 
authorized subject to such section. The purposes for which the projects are to 
be operated are defined by the legislative authorizations of the specific projects. 

The primary purposes of the Missouri River reservoirs as authorized are flood 
control, irrigation, navigation, and hydrcelectric power. The following statement 
from Senate Document No. 247, 78th Congress, 2d session, establishes the relation 
of power to other beneficial uses of water: 

“Both agencies recognize the importance of the fullest development of the 
potential hydroelectric power in the basin consistent with other beneficial uses 
of water.” . 

It was never contemplated in any of the reports submitted to Congress as the 
basis for authorization that power would be given priority over navigation in 
determining the plan of operation. Reference has already been made in the testi- 
mony to pertinent parts of those reports which clearly established the basis of 
project operation. If a priority for power were established now, it is believed 
that the projects could not be operated to obtain optimum overall public benefits. 

I believe that the most significant part of the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment 
is recognition of the interests and rights of the States in water resources develop- 
ments. Section 1 (a) of the acts approved December 22, 1944, and March 2, 1945, 
provides that before any plans, proposals, or reports of the Chief of Engineers, 
for any works of improvement for navigation or flood control, are submitted to 
Congress the investigations shall be coordinated with each affected State and 
the reports submitted to such States for comment and recommendation. This 
coordination, however, as practiced by the Corps of Engineers, is not limited to 
reports submitted to Congress but has been extended to include continuing par- 
ticipation in the formulation of operating plans of completed projects. Accord- 
ingly, there is extensive and continuing coordination by the Corps of Engineers 
with the States on the operation of projects under our jurisdiction. ‘The desires 
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and views of the States are fully considered and complied with insofar as possible 
and consistent with the authorizations of the projects. 

In the Missouri River Basin this coordination is aucoupilishes through the 
Coordinating Committee on Missouri River Main Stem Reservoir Operations. 
This committee is composed of Governor-designated representatives from each of 
the 7 main-stem States, and the official representative of each of the 7 Federal 
agencies having authority and responsibility directly related to main-stem opera- 
tions. It is not considered practicable to expand this coordinating committee to 
include special interests as has been suggested in the testimony, since individual 
representation for each of the special interests concerned with one aspect or 
another of main stem reservoir operation would result in unworkably large 
committee membership. However, it is desirable for all to be absolutely assured 
that the problems of all affected interests are considered, and it appears that the 
coordinating procedures might be improved by more specific arrangements for 
local interests to present their views to the coordinating committee at the times 
of the committee meetings. 

Special plans for operation of the Missouri main-stem reservoirs are prepared 
each year by the reservoir-control center in Omaha under the guidance of the 
coordinating committee and then specifically agreed upon by that committee in 
advance of actual operations. The committee has agreed in advance on all main- 
stem reservoir operations since Fort Randall was first teamed up with Fort 
Peck in 1953. The advance plans have also been presented to and considered by 
the Missouri Basin Interagency Committee in advance of actual operations. 
Actual reservoir operations have been carried out by the reservoir control center 
in strict accordance with the plans which have been previously agreed upon. 
The completeness of coordination maintained is considered outstanding. Infor- 
mation on the authorized Missouri River main-stem reservoirs and the operation 
of these projects is contained in the attached statement on The Missouri River 
Main Stem Reservoirs and Their Operation (inclosure No. 1). 

Several preliminary allocations of cost have been prepared on the Missouri 
River main-stem reservoirs for study purposes; however, no final allocation has 
yet been made. In previous years, there has been general disagreement on the 
method to be followed in allocating the costs to the purposes served. Several 
methods of allocating costs have been suggested which have the effect of mini-- 
mizing the amount of the costs allocated to reimbursable functions. As I indi- 
cated in my testimony on March 12, 1956, before the Senate Committee on Pub- 
lic Works with reference to the incremental method of allocation, the adoption 
of such methods for general application would have serious implications with 
respect to justifying additional water resource developments. 

Major differences among the Federal agencies concerned with allocating costs 
were resolved in an agreement dated March 12, 1954, among the Department of 
the Interior, Department of the Army, and the Federal Power Commission. A 
copy of that agreement is attached (enclosure No. 2). That agreement states 
that the separable costs-remaining benefits method is considered preferable for 
general application. Subsequent to that agreement all cost allocation studies 
for the Missouri River main-stem reservoirs have been on the basis of the sep- 
arable costs-remaining benefits methods. In this connection, it may be noted 
that the Subcommittee To Study Civil Works, House Committee on Public 
Works, in its report dated December 5, 1952 (H. Doc. Print No. 23, 82d Cong., 
2d sess.), stated that: 

“The subcommittee is favorably impressed by the separable costs, remaining 
benefits procedure that has been developed by the Interagency River Basin Com- 
mittee. Under this method it appears that the costs allocated to any function 
would not exceed the benefits accruing to that function nor would they be less 
than the separable costs entailed by including that function in the project. The 
subcommittee is inclined to believe it desirable that this method generally be 
adopted for future use.” 

The allocation of costs are based on the purposes served by the plan of im- 
provement and the benefits obtained for each purpose as well as the costs in- 
curred. Accordingly, if power is given priority over navigation and the method 
of operation modified accordingly, the allocation of costs would have to be ad- 
justed to increase the amount assigned to power and decrease the amount 
assigned to navigation. 

Cost-allocation studies are presently being made by the division engineer, Mis- 
souri River division. These studies are being coordinated with the regional 
offices of the Bureau of Reclamation and the Federal Power Commission. It is 
not possible to complete these studies and obtain final allocations of cost until 
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the projects are completed, However, the results of the current studies are 
available from time to time as necessary and a firm interim allocation will be 
completed within the next year. The results of the cost allocations in the various 
stages of the studies have already been reported to the committee in my letter 
of May 17, 1957. 

Further details on the allocations of cost are included in the attached state- 
ment on explanation of cost allocations (enclosure No, 3). 

It has been suggested that the flow in the navigation channel be reduced during 
the navigation season or that the period during which navigable depths are 
maintained by releases from storage be shortened. Successful navigation under 
present conditions requires about 25,000 cubie feet per second at Omaha and 
35,000 cubic feet per second at Kansas City. Any substantial reduction below 
these amounts would eliminate navigation on the Missouri River except for local 
movements of sand and gravel. Accordingly, if navigation is to be maintained, 
flows in substantially the above amounts must be maintained. It is possible, 
however, to shorten somewhat the period during which navigation depths are 
maintained as has been done. 


Navigation is limited to the ice-free season which is about 8 months at Sioux 


City and 9 months at Kansas City. Navigable depths were maintained for only 
7 months in 1954, 64% months in 1955 and 7 months in 1956. It is planned to 
maintain navigation flows for not more than 6% months in 1957. It.may be 
noted that this is no more than could have been accomplished with Fort Peck 
alone, which was authorized for the purpose of improving navigation and other 


purposes incidental thereto. Any substantially greater curtailments in the navi- 


gation seasons at this time would be expected to practically disrupt commercial 
navigation on the Missouri River during the years of such curtailment and to 
seriously deter the growth of commerce to expected ultimate levels. 

An analysis was made of the navigation benefits which would have been fore- 
gone and savings which would have been possible in operation and maintenance 
costs if navigation was not served during the 3 years of 1954-56. The navigation 
benefits which would have been foregone total about $11 million and the savings 
in operation and maintenance costs would have amounted to $3,700,000. The 
additional power revenues which could have been obtained for these 3 years 
. has been estimated at approximately $3,900,000. Thus it is indicated that in 
this period the actual operations of the Missouri River main-stem reservoirs has 
resulted in greater net values that could have been realized by operation pri- 
marily for power without service to navigation. 

Further details on the flow releases for navigation are included in the at- 
tached statement (enclosure No. 4). 

The suggestion was also made that consideration be given to the possibility 
of slack-water navigation improvements on the Missouri River. A slack-water 
navigation project on the Missouri River in place of the existing open-river naviga- 
tion project would permit substantial reduction in navigation season flows, and 
increased winter season power releases without curtailment of navigation. ‘There 
is, however, a limitation on the extent to which releases during the winter may 
be increased because of the increased hazard from ice jams with higher winter 
flows. Also, after all main-stem reservoirs are completed and filled, it appears 
that reduction in summer releases for navigation will have a relatively minor 
effect on power generation. 

It has also been suggested that a large amount of power could be developed 
at the dams which would provide slack-water navigation. Dams high enough 
to warrant installation of power generation facilities would inundate appreciable 
areas of highly developed land and may cause serious drainage problems in ad- 
jacent areas. 

Studies, generally of preliminary examination scope, of a project for slack- 
water navigation on the Missouri River from Yankton, S. Dak., to the mouth, 
were undertaken by the Corps of Engineers during preparation in 1932 of the 
808 Report on the Missouri River (H. Doc. No, 238, 73d Cong. 2d-sess.). The 
estimated cost of the locks and dams, not including the cost of river-stabilizing 
works, was $343 million. About 90 percent of this cost would be applicable to 
the development of slack-water navigation downstream from Sioux City. Also 
the cost of the same structures today would be on the order of 2% to 8 times 
higher than estimated in 1982. It may be noted that the total estimated cost 
of the existing project for bank stabilization and navigation is currently esti- 
mated at $340,900,000. 
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Based upon the studies made in 1932, it was concluded that the same benefits 
could be obtained by open-river regulation at substantially less cost than by 
eanalization. 

It appears that economic justification of a slack-water navigation project on 
the Missouri River must be regarded as questionable. Nevertheless, in view 
of major physical and economic changes in the Missouri River Basin since prior 
- studies of this type of improvement, it might be desirable to undertake an in- 
vestigation of preliminary examination scope so that authoritative and up-to-date 
data on costs and benefits will be available. On the basis of data currently 
vailable, it is indicated that such a study will require a period of from 2 to 3 
years for completion and will cost between $100,000 and $200,000. Additional 
congressional authorization and appropriation would be necessary before such 
a study could be undertaken. 

Further details on slack-water navigation are included in the attached state- 
ment (enclosure No. 5). j 

The present problems in the Missouri River Basin which occasioned these 
hearings, insofar as the responsibilities of the Corps of Engineers are concerned, 
arise from a number of circumstances, some of which are of only an interim char- 
acter. The principal factors are the low streamflows during recent years, and 
the necessity to fill the reservoirs as they are completed. Beginning in the summer 
of 1954, the streamflow averaged only 80 percent of normal through 1956, during 
the period when the new Fort Randall, Garrison, and Gavins Point Reservoirs 
were ready for initial filling. The navigation seasons were curtailed 1 month 
or more each year in 1954, 1955, and 1956, and the season will be curtailed.at least 
6 weeks in 1957. Power generation rates were less than would have been possible 
with normal streamflows, however, the operations were deliberately patterned 
so that all urgent firm power requirements have been met, and total main-stem 
generation has increased substantially. 

Such adversities are only temporary and, with return to normal weather and 
completion of construction on the main-stem system, beneficial services several- 
fold greater than those already being realized can and will be furnished the 
whole length of the Missouri River. 

Plans for operation of the main-stem reservoirs under the jurisdiction of the 
Chief of Engineers are flexible to meet current conditions to obtain the overall 
maximum public benefits for all purposes. The operation plans are determined 
annually in advance of actual operations. The operation plans are coordinated 
in the Basin, and the interest of the States in those plans is recognized through 
participation of governor-designated representatives in the formulation of such 
plans. I recommend that no changes be made in those procedures at this time 
and that no additional priorities of purposes served be established. 

Sincerely yours, 


E. C. ITscHNER, 
Major General, United States Army, 


Chief of Engineers. 


[Enclosure No. 1] 
(June 7, 1957) 
THE Missouri RivER MAIN STEM RESERVOIRS AND THEIR OPERATION 
AUTHORIZED PLAN OF WATER RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT FOR THE MISSOURI RIVER BASIN 


1. The comprehensive program of water resources development which is now 
under construction in the Missouri River Basin is popularly termed the “Pick- 
Sloan Plan.’ This program is founded primarily on a plan developed by the . 
Corps of Engineers under the leadership of Lt. Gen. Lewis A. Pick (deseribed 
in H. Dec. 475, 78th Cong.) and a plan developed by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion under the leadership of Mr. W. G. Sloan (described in 8, Doe. 191, 78th 
Cong.), both stemming from data assembled and studies accomplished over a 
period of several years prior to 1944. Since the basic plans of the two agencies 
affected the same areas to some extent, representatives of both agenc’ es met 
to delineate those areas in which there was no duplication and to seleet. the 
most desirable features of either plan in those areas where the plans were 
overlapping. The coordinated plan is described in a joint report of both agencies 
contained in Senate Document 247, 78th Congress. The general comprehen- 
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sive plans set forth in these documents were approved by the Flood Control 
Act of 1944 and, together with related projects previously and subsequently 
authorized by Congress for construction by the Corps of Engineers and the 
Bureau of Reclamation, constitute the current program of development for the 
Missouri River Basin. 

2. The program is a basic framework of the major elements and the more 
immediately needed projects of a comprehensive water resources development 
program which can be expanded and rounded out with added units as future 
needs and economic conditions may require and justify. It provides for inte- 
grated service along five principal functional lines as follows: 


(a) Flood control along the main stem of the Missouri River and many 
of its tributaries throughout the basin by means of multiple-purpose reser- 
voirs, on both the main stem and tributaries, supplemented in many areas 
by flood walls, levees, and other local protection works. Included is an 
integrated system of levees and flood walls along the Missouri River from 
Sioux City, Iowa, to the mouth. The basin reservoirs also play an important 
part in flood control on the Mississippi River. 

(6) Irrigation of about 5 million acres of land in the subhumid and 
semiarid central and western sections of the basin (to roughly double the 
current irrigated area in the basin) by means’ of the multiple-purpose res- 
ervoirs, to provide water supply, and auxiliary systems of diversion dams, 
irrigation canals, and other distribution works. 

(c) Sustained minimum flows for stream sanitation and water supply 
in the Missouri River and many of its tributaries, without harmful diminu- 
tion by the greatly increased consumptive use of water, by appropriate 
releases from the multi-purpose reservoirs. 

(d@) Navigation on the lower 762 miles of the Missouri River through 
a 9-foot draft channel by a continuous system of open-river channel regu- 
lation and bank stabilization works from Sioux City, Iowa, to the mouth 
of the Missouri River near St. Louis, Mo., supported by releases from 
the multinle-purpose reservoirs to maintain adequate flow levels during 
the navigation season. The same stabilization works are also a necessary 
prerequisite to the Missouri River levees and are of vital importance to 
preventing the river from shifting and destroying rich farmlands, roads, 
railways, and cities in the valley. The water supply from the multiple- 
purpose reservoirs also is very important to navigation on the Mississippi 
River at and below St. Louis. 

(e) Hydroelectric-power generation from installations totaling 3,200,000 
kilowatts at those of the multinle-nurpose dams where power is economi- 
cally justified and compatible with other functions. 


3. In addition to these five main functions, the reservoirs of the program will 
provide many secondary, though important, uses including recreation and fish 
and wildlife. Although not basically a part of the Pick-Sloan plan, there are 
also related agricultural programs for improved land use, waterflow retardation, 
and soil-erosion prevention on the watershed lands throughout the basin. 

4. Fundamental in the plan is the basic concept of multiple-purpose overall 
development, with flexibility in design and operation to meet changing condi- 
tions as they occur. It is this basic concept which is the reason for the plan’s 
strong, unified support from all parts of the basin. 


MISSOURI RIVER MAIN STEM RESERVOIR SYSTEM 


5. The foundation and backbone of the Pick-Sloan plan is the Missouri River 
main-stem reservoir system. This system will ultimately consist of a series of 
six reservoir projects on the Missouri River in Montana, North Dakota, South 
Dakota, and Nebraska. ; 

6. First authorized of these was the Fort Peck Reservoir. Its original authori- 
zation, bv the 1935 River and Harbor Act, provided for operations primarily for 
navigation. The subsequent Fort Peck Power Act, approved Mav 18, 1938, author- 
ized completion, maintenance, and operation of the Fort Peck Reservoir “for the 
purnose of improving navigation on the Missouri River, and for other purposes 
incidental thereto.” The 1944 Flood Control Act authorized construction of the 
Garrison, Orhe, Big Bend, Fort Randall, and Gavins Point Reservoirs and modi- 
fication of the operation by the Fort Peck Reservoir to provide a six-reservoir 
main-stem system authorized to be operated for flood control, irrigation, naviga- 
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tion, hydroelectric power, and other purposes. Senate Document 247, 78th Con- 
gress, one of the project documents, commits both the Corps of Engineers and 
the Bureau of Reclamation as follows: “Both agencies recognize the importance 
of the fullest development of the potential hydroelectric power in the basin 
eer with the other beneficial uses of water.” [Emphasis in this paragraph 
supplied. . . 

7. The Fort Peck Reservoir project in eastern Montana is the uppermost of 
this chain of projects. The dam itself was constructed in the 1930’s. The 
reservoir has a total storage capacity of 19.4 million acre-feet. The first power 
unit was brought on the line in 1943, and the project now has an installed power 
eapacity with a nameplate rating of 85,000 kilowatts. A second powerplant which 
will raise the total power capacity to 165,000 kilowatts is now under construc- 
tion, with completion scheduled in 1961. 

8. The Garrison Reservoir project in northwestern North Dakota is the next 
of these projects in order downstream. Construction has advanced sufficiently _ 
for initial storage impoundment to begin in 1954, and approximately 19 million 
acre-feet of storage space, of the 23 million acre-feet of planned ultimate normal 
storage capacity, is now available. The first 3 power units came into service in 
January, February, and May 1956, to complete the planned initial power instal- 
lation of 240,000-kilowatt nameplate rating. The 2 final power units, to bring 
the total installed capacity up to the planned ultimate power capacity of 400,000 
kilowatts, are scheduled to be in operation in 1960. 

9. The Oahe Reservoir in South Dakota and North Dakota is now well under 
construction. Initial storage impoundment can begin in 1960, and the full 
reservoir capacity of 23.6 million acre-feet will be available by 1962 or 1963. 
The first 85,000-kilowatt power unit is scheduled to go on the line by late 1961, 
and all 7 units of the 595,000-kilowatt ultimate power installation are scheduled 
to be in service by late 1963. 

10. The Big Bend project in South Dakota is now in the final preconstruction 
planning phase. This is primarily a power project, and is tentatively planned 
for storage capacity of 1.6 million acre-feet and an ultimate power installation 
of probably over 200,000 kilowatts. This power is tentatively scheduled to go 
on the line in 1963 or 1964. 

11. The Fort Randall project in South Dakota is essentially completed. . Total 
reservoir capacity amounts to 6,300,000 acre-feet, and the total ultimate power 
installation has a nameplate rating of 320,000 kilowatts. Initial storage began in 
1953, and since mid-1955 the reservoir has been operating within the range of 
levels planned for the period prior to Oahe closure. The first power unit was 
placed in service in March 1954, and the final power unit was completed in Janu- 
ary 1956. 

‘12. Gavins Point, the lowermost project in the main-stem system, is located 
in Nebraska and South Dakota. Total storage capacity is 540,000 acre-feet, and 
the ultimate power installation is 100,000 kilowatts. The entire project was es- 
sentially completed in 1956, and it is now in ful] normal operation. 

13. The Corps of Engineers is the construction agency for all six of these main- 
stem projects, and the Bureau of Reclamation is the transmission and marketing 
agency for power generated at these projects. 

14. For the system, as a whole, planned ultimate storage capacity is approxi- 
mately 75 million acre-feet, of which 45 million acre-feet space is now actually 
available. Total nameplate rating of the power installations will be approximate- 
ly 1,800,000 kilowatts, of which 745,000 kilowatts is now completed. The initial 
“backhone” transmission-line interconnection of the four operating projects was 
completed in June 1956 so that, since that time, these projects have been operated 
on an electrically, as well as hydraulically, integrated basis. 


BASIC LONG-RANGE OPERATION PLANNING STUDIES 











15. The main objective of planning studies for the operation of the Missouri 
River main-stem reservoirs has been to make the most effective use of the facil- 
ities for all purposes consistent with the authorizations. To assist in attaining 
this objective, a great many studies have been made, in the years since 1943, in 
determining the bases for operating the projects. These studies have been de- 
veloped cooperatively with the Bureau of Reclamation, and the Bureau and the 
Corps are in agreement on operation planning for these reservoirs. All of these 
studies have been consistent with the basic manner of main-stem-reservoir opera- 
tion on which the project documents were predicated. They have been used as 
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a basis for design of all the reservoir and power facilities. Economic evaluations 
and payout studies of these projects, by both the Corps and the Bureau); have 
been predicated on the type of water sérvice and the quantity and quality of 
hydroelectric power that would be generated with the reservoirs operated in the 
manner contemplated in these studies. There has been general agreement in 
these studies by the Federal Power Commission, the Public Health Service, State 
engineers, and other Federal agencies directly concerned. The Missouri Basin 
Interagency Committee’s report on adequacy of flows in the Missouri River, dated 
April 1951, and on power requirements and supply, dated May 1953, are further 
evidences of this agreement. 

16. One of the first questions pertaining to the Missouri River main-stem reser- 
voirs was concerned with the water supply available for regulation and its 
adequacy to serve all the various uses contemplated in the Pick-Sloan plan. 
Following earlier studies by the various agencies independently, a thorough 
joint study of the water-adequacy problem was made under the auspices of the 
Missouri Basin Interagency Committee; and all pertinent data are summarized 
and the question resolved in a report prepared by the committee in April 1951. 
One of the major contributions of the committee’s study and report was the 
establishment of sound flow records for the Missouri River back to the year 1898. 
Using Sioux City, Iowa, as a reference point; the annual runoff during the period 
1898 through 1956 has varied as follows: 


Acre-feet 
PORT AU el as de ies 36, 700, 000 
NUS ji od iis JUL sda. 11, 400, 000 
Wa Balbir e bial ddl 24, 600, 000 


17. On the average, for the average year, the water contributing to this runoff 
originates in the following areas: 


Aecre-feet 
ee ne eeielpenieecienmen 17, 700, 000 
I adh dat hap 1, 800, 000 
ra aD sdidlad dcksdauahiptesh nad eames 3, 000, 000 
Other areas above Sioux City___.-_.-----_-----_. 2, 100, 000 
Oe it a da ih alias Dah deh delsh wok adc 24, 600, 000 


18. For comparison, the annual water supply in the last 3 years has averaged 
as follows: 
1954-56 average of annual runoff in acre-feet 


Montana and Wyoming._.___._..-..._..-..-_-..- 14, 200, 000 
as a i led pinedidend bidin penenered mart 1, 300, 000 
South Dakota___......---- slate k ie Ghali 1, 100, 000 
Other areas above Sioux City._......------.-.-.- 1, 400, 000 

Total runoff above Sioux City._._____- ines 18, 000, 000 


The Missouri Basin Interagency Committee also obtained and compiled authorita- 
tive estimates of water requirements for municipal water supply and stream 
sanitation, irrigation, and related depletions, agricultural program uses, naviga- 
tion, fish and wildlife, and recreation. After thorough analysis, the committee 
concluded that the regulated water supply of the Missouri River is adequate to 
provide water for irrigation and other agricultural purposes as planned above 
Sioux City, supply the requirements for downstream water supply and sanitation 
purposes, provide sufficient water for satisfactory navigation from Sioux City, 
Iowa, to the mouth, and permit the generation of substantial quantities of elec- 
trical energy. For further details concerning the water adequacy studies, ref- 
erence is made to Report on Adequacy of Flows in the Missouri River, Missouri 
Basin Interagency Committee, April 1951. 

19. Since completion of the water adequacy report, there have been some 
moderate changes in estimates of water requirements. Irrigation depletions are 
now estimated to develop less rapidly and to a somewhat lower ultimate level 
than anticipated previously. Requirements for stream sanitation and for naviga- 
tion currently are somewhat greater, temporarily, than estimated in the water- 
adequacy study, and will continue to be greater until completion of construction 
of the channel project and sewage-treatment works. Thereafter, it appears, re- 
quirements will be about as anticipated in that report. The report’s conclusion 
that the water supply is adequate to meet requirements is still sound. 
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20. In all of the basic long-range operation planning studies in the years since 
1943 certain general overall priorities were observed. Flood-control operation, 
of course, is not a use of water and requires only that adequate storage space - 
will be available whenever it might be needed. This requirement has been ob- 
served. During flood periods on the lower river, the releases from the Fort Ran- 
dall and Gavins Point Reservoirs may be reduced temporarily, but all of the long- 
range planning and flood control operation studies have been predicated on main- 
tenance of full system firm power generation through compensatory higher firm 
power generation at the upstream plants of the system during flood periods. In 
regulating water for all the actual water uses, provision is first made for the re- 
quirements for beneficial consumptive uses, present or future, as provided in the 
O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment. Downstream water requirements for domestic 
and municipal water supply and stream sanitation are also provided for, in ac- 
cordance with the specific policy resolution unanimously adopted by the Missouri 
Basin Interagency Committee at its 38th meeting, on March 23, 1950. The water 
remaining after the requirements have been fully met is then regulated so that 
the outflow from Fort Randall and Gavins Point Dams adequately supplies the 
seasonal requirements of navigation. The entire reservoir system is then regu- 
lated internally and minor adjustments are made in the outflow from the system: 
to provide for the generation of the maximum amount of power consistent with the 
previously cited uses, in accordance with the specific provisions of Senate Docu- 
ment. No. 247 referred to above. Other functions, such as recreation and fish and 
wildlife, are also a definite factor in the operation planning, but are necessarily 
lower in priority. 

21. The main-stem reservoirs have been designed with sufficient capacities and 
flexibilities to provide excellent service to all of the functions. Early in the 
planning phase, it was decided and agreed that the major storage reservoirs would 
each be divided into three major storage zones, as follows: 

A bottém inactive storage zone to provide assured minimum heads for power 
generation and irrigation diversion, and an assured minimum pool for recreation, 
fish and wildlife, and sediment. Once filled initially, the bottom zone in each 
reservoir is to remain permanently filled. All facilities have been planned and 
designed accordingly—for example, the powerplant equipment is designed and 
guaranteed to operate satisfactorily with the reservoir drawn down to the level 
of the bottom inactive storage zone. 

A top zone for flood control end annual regulation, for all the conservation 
uses of water in normal and wet years when the reservoirs are completely filled 
to the normal operating levels, with a top segment reserved exclusively for flood- 
control use. Adequate storage for flood control is provided in this zone; and 
operation of storage in this zone will be governed by the requirement that all of 
it be available for flood control at the beginning of each year’s flood season. 

An intermediate multiple-purpose conservation storage zone providing a re- 
serve of joint-use storage for use during long dry periods for irrigation, water 
supply and stream sanitation, navigation, power generation, and other beneficial 
conservation uses. (At the present time, in 1957, the Fort Peck and Garrison 
Reservoirs are operating in the lower half of their intermediate multiple-purpose 
conservation storage zones, while the Fort Randall and Gavins Point Reservoirs 
are operating in their top zones for flood control and annual regulation. Tem- 
porarily, until the Oahe Dam is closed in 1958, the bottom of the top zone in the 
Fort Randall Reservoir is at elevation 1,340 mean sea level. After Oahe Dam 
is closed, this so-called base of flood control in the Fort Randall Reservoir will 
be raised to elevation 1,350 mean sea level.) : 

22. The long-range operational plans for the main-stem reservoir system have 
all contemplated generally that, during years of normal runoff, the releases 
from the Fort Randall and Gavins Point Reservoirs at the lower end of the - 
system will be in the range of 25,000 to 35,000 cubic feet per second from mid- 
March to mid-November to provide for water supply, pollution abatement, and 
a 9-foot channel for navigation; and that, during the remainder of the year, 
these releases will ordinarily range from 10,000 to 15,000 cubic feet per second 
to satisfy the needs of water supply, pollution abatement, and winter power 
generation. The upper limitation on flows during the nonnavigation season 
of 15,000 cubie feet per second had been established to minimize the increased 
hazard from ice jams which would result from higher winter flows. A lower 
limit of 5,000 cubic feet per second may be reached during drought periods and 
will provide the minimum service required for water supply and pollution abate- 
ment. 


92088—57-—pt. 1——28 
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23. Although low flows, in the 5,000 cubic feet per second range, from Fort 
Randall and Gavins Point Reservoirs during the nonnavigation season, would 
limit the winter-energy generation at these two projects, their peaking capa- 
bility would still be substantial. Furthermore, because of the flexibility offered 
by the tremendous storage potential in the reservoir system, the releases from 
the upper reservoirs could be kept at higher levels—up to 15,000 cubic feet per 
second—through the winter, so that the peaking capability and winter energy 
production of the total system can be kept at reasonably high levels. The 
higher winter releases from the upper reservoirs are recaptured in the lower 
reservoirs, with the excess volume of water above wintertime requirements 
downstream saved for use the following spring and summer. 

- 24. Thus, the system has been planned and designed so that there will be a 
reasonably high degree of compatibility between power and navigation in the 
use of water, and no substantial reason for any serious conflict. 

25. These concepts of functional relationships and priorities, which were ar- 


rived at and agreed upon in the earlier basic long-range operation studies for i 


the Missouri River main-stem reservoirs, are now being carried over into actual 
operations. 
PROCEDURES USED IN ACTUAL OPERATIONS 


26. The Fort Peck Reservoir was brought into operation in 1938, and oper- 
ated for several years by the Corps of Engineers primarily as a navigation 
storage reservoir. Power generation was started with completion of the first 
power unit in July 1943, at which time the Bureau of Reclamation also became 
interested in operations because of that agency’s designation as power market- 
ing agency. Flood control became an important consideration in 1942 and sub- 
sequent flood years. This operation pattern, with navigation, flood control and 
incidental power the main operational considerations, and the Corps of Engi- 
neers and Bureau of Reclamation the principally interested agencies, continued 
until 1953. 

27. Since 1953, when the Fort Randall Reservoir first came into operation, 
until the present with Garrison and Gavins Point added to the system, the 
main-stem operating base has broadened progressively to include service to all 
of the multiple-purpose functions in a manner consistent with the basic long- 
range planning studies previously referred to. 

28. Also, in this period, a transition has been completed from operation by a 
single Federal agency to operation under the guidance of a group of Federal 
agency and State representatives. Specific plans for operation of the Missouri 
River main-stem reservoirs are being prepared each year by the reservoir control 
center in Omaha under the general guidance of the Coordinating Committee on 
Missouri River Main Stem Reservoir Operations, and then specifically agreed 
upon by that committee in advance of actual operations. ‘This committee is com- 
posed of Governor-designated representatives (generally State water engineers) 
from each of the 7 main-stem States, and the official representatives of each of 
the 7 Federal agencies having authorities and responsibilities directly related to 
main-stem operations. The committee has agreed in advance on all main-stem 
operations since the Fort Randall Reservoir was first teamed up with the Fort 
Peck Reservoir in 1953. The advance plans have also been presented to and 
considered by the Missouri Basin Interagency Committee in advance of actual 
operations. Actual reservoir operations have been scheduled by the reservoir 
control center in strict accordance with the plans which have been previously 
agreed upon. 

29. Currently, operations are being scheduled in accordance with the provisions 
of the annual operating plan for 1956-57, which was agreed upon by the coordinat- 
ing committee in meetings on August 21 and November 1, 1956; and reviewed by 
the Missouri Basin Interagency Committee at its meeting on November 6, 1956. 
During actual day-to-day operations scheduling, the reservoir control center 
maintains continuous working contacts with related activities of other agencies, 
especially with the power marketing and dispatching offices of the United States 
Bureau of Reclamation, and the river forecast center of the United States Weath- 
er Bureau. The completeness of coordination which is maintained through these 
working contacts is particularly outstanding. Also, the various interests 
throughout the basin are kept currently informed of actual operations and of 
bnew developments which may be pertinent to operations through regular monthly 
bulletins issued by the reservoir control center, and special interim contacts as 
occasions arise. 

30. These coordination arrangements and procedures have been given a severe 
test during the past 3 years. During this period of initial filling of the new 
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reservoirs, because of the seriously subnormal runoff, some curtailment of water 
and power services below the levels that could have been maintained with a nor- 
mal water supply was necessary. This has created a problem and has led to 
some misunderstandings. Even though it had been explained that reduced ser- 
vice would result if subnormal runoff should occur, it had been anticipated gen- 
erally by many that reservoir performance and power generation during this 
period most probably would correspond to that which could be attained under 
_conditions of normal water supply. With the subnormal runoff actually experi- 
enced, such an anticipated level of performance obviously could not be attained. 
All necessary curtailment of service, however, has been carefully coordinated 
with Federal and State officials throughout the basin. During this period of 
rapidly expanding facilities, it has been necessary to exercise great care to assure, 
on the one hand, that there would not be overcommitments; yet to avoid, on the 
other hand, because of unreasonable conservatism, any unnecessary delays in 
progressively expanding service from the reservoirs as the reasonably assured 
capabilities of the reservoirs have permitted. It has been necessary, therefore, 
that operations be kept flexible and that they be adjusted equitably each year 
after careful weighing of both the current year-to-year water supply and require- 
ments and the longer range implications of the operations plans. By this means, 
good service, equitably balanced, has been provided during this trying initial pe- 
riod through a program of operations that has been kept fully consistent with all 
the earlier long-range planning studies, criteria, and objectives. 
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SUMMARY OF ACTUAL OPERATIONS 


31. The actual year-to-year sequence of water supply on the Missouri River 
has a great influence on the rate of initial filling of new reservoirs. This has 
been of important temporary significance twice on the Missouri River. The 
water supply in 1938, 1939, 1940, and 1941, when Fort Peck was being brought 
into initial operation, was seriously subnormal, delaying initial filling of that 
reservoir to normal levels. Then, again, following 12 years of normal levels, 
the water supply dipped to seriously subnormal levels beginning in the summer 
of 1954, and averaged only 80 percent of normal through 1956, right during the 
period when the new Fort Randall, Garrison and Gavins Point Reservoirs were 
ready for their initial filling. 

32. The Fort Peck Reservoir was filled rapidly to normal operating levels in 
1942-44, with a return to normal and wet weather after the preceding drought. 
The reservoir remained in the normal operating range thereafter throughout 
1953, being operated during this period to supply water for 8-month navigation 
seasons on the lower river, as well as for flood control and rapidly increasing 
power generation as new power units were completed. 

33. It was very fortunate that the Fort Peck Reservoir was essentially full 
when unfavorable weather and water supply conditions returned in 1954 at the 
same time the new reservoirs were completed and ready for their initial filling. 
Drawdown of the Fort Peck Reservoir, to augment the deficient natural water 
supply, enabled filling of the dead storage pools at the new downstream reser- 
voirs so that it was possible to bring their new power units on the line as con- 
struction was completed and, at the same time, maintain suitable discharges on 
the lower Missouri River for water supply, stream sanitation, and navigation. 

34. The distribution of storage in the main-stem reservoir system during the 
entire period that the reservoirs have been in operation is shown in the following 


tabulation : 
Gross storage contents 


[In million acre-feet] 





Year | Fort | carei-| Fort |Gavins| Sys- 
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It is particularly pertinent that, in spite of the deficiency of water supply avail- 

able, there has been no loss—and, in fact, a moderate gain—in total system stor- 

page the last 4 years while service from the reservoirs has been expanding 
rapidly. 

35. Some curtailment of water service below the desirable levels that could 
have been realized with normal inflow in this period was inevitable. The navi- 
gation seasons, for example, had to be curtailed 1 month or more each year 
in 1954, 1955, and 1956. The 1957 season will be curtailed at least 6 weeks. Fort 
Peck Reservoir alone, if operated in the earlier manner, would have maintained 
navigation with no vreater curtailment. Power-generation rates also were con- 
siderably less than would have been possible with normal weather, although 
operations were deliberately patterned so that all urgent firm power requirements 
have been met, and total main-stem generation was increased substantially. All 
water service and power generation at the main-stem reservoirs, although less 
than would have been possible with normal water supply during this period, has 
equaled or exceeded amounts which the corps had indicated to be assured in the 
event of an adverse water supply, except in a few instances of unavoidable delays 
in completion of construction of power generating and transmission facilities. 
Thus, actual functional operations of the reservoirs have provided all the services 
to all functions that had been positively assured, and much greater service to all 
functions, except navigation, than would have been available without the three 
new reservoirs teamed up with the Fort Peck Reservoir and brought into initial 
operation during the last 4 years. 

36. Recent studies made for the information of the coordinating committee 
and the Missouri Basin Interagency Committee indicate that, with a return to 
normal weather and water supply conditions, the main-stem reservoirs can be 
filled to normal operating levels quite rapidly. All basic needs for all purposes 
at the present time can be fulfilled with annual water usage of only some 18 to 
20 million acre-feet a year; as compared to the normal year water supply of 
about 25 million acre-feet a year from the basin above Sioux City. This leaves 


a substantial surplus for filling of the reservoirs in even a normal year. Thus — 


the Fort Peck and Garrison Reservoirs could be filled to normal operating levels 
by late 1959 if the water supply during 1957 to 1959 averages only as good as nor- 
mal. (In future decades, as irrigation grows to currently forecasted levels, the 
surplus of the normal-year water supply over basic needs for all purposes will 
be progressively depleted, and future refilling of the main stem reservoirs will 
be accomplished during wetter-than-normal years.) In adverse years, the water 
use can be pared down to 16.5 million acre-feet, with tolerable curtailments in 
water service, such as is actually being done in 1957. The filling of the reservoirs 
to normal levels at the earliest date compatible with water service and power 
generation requirements on the river is a major objective of current reservoir 
operations on the Missouri River. This initial filling, and the completion and 
filling of the Oahe and Big Bend projects, will enable the main stem reservoir 
system to serve all functions excellently, even during periods of low runoff. 

87. Although the actual operations of the main-stem reservoirs have been com- 
plicated seriously by the adverse weather and water supply conditions of the past 
3 years, the record of actual accomplishments, despite these adversities, is out- 
standing. 

38. Flood control on the Missouri River was advanced tremendously when the 
Fort Randall and Garrison Reservoirs were placed in operation. A great flood 
like that in 1952, if it should occur today, would be bottled up without harm 
to the lower valley. .The.flood peak at Omaha, Nebr., would be reduced to a stage 
of 16.5 feet, 2.5 feet below flood stage, instead of the 30.2 feet actually reached 
in April 1952. 

89. Power generation has been nearly quadrupled in the last 4 years, as power 
units and transmission outlets have been completed and expanded, increasing 
from 610 million kilowatt-hours in 1952 to 2,280 million kilowatt-hours from 
the interconnected main-stem system in 1956. Firm power generation during 
this period increased almost fivefold, from 292 million kilowatt-hours in 1952 
to 1,379 million kilowatt-hours in 1956, with a substantial portion of the in- 
erease reflecting the more effecient system operation possible since the backbone 
main-stem transmissjon line was placed in operation in June 1956. Water use 
for power generation has been increasing progressively as new power units at 
the new projects are being completed and brought into operation. It is an- 
ticipated that well over 90 percent of the total system releases in 1957 will 
be discharged through the power plants. With the use and reuse of the water 
as it is brought down through the chain of powerplants, the total volume of 
water to be used for power generation in 1957 will be several times the total 
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volume of water discharged past Sioux City to serve the lower river uses. Power 
generation in 1957 is estimated to reach around 8 billion kilowatt-hours, some 
30 percent higher than in 1956. 

40. Present irrigation usage on the tributaries and the Missouri River has 
been fully allowed for in main-stem reservoir operations. ‘The Garrison Reser- 
voir has already been filled above the minimum level required for large-scale 
diversion into northern and eastern North Dakota, and the water bank is being 
filled well in advance to provide for future expansions of irrigation in the Missouri 
Basin. 

41. Downstream flow regulation on the Missouri River has presented an out- 
standing illustration of the benefits of reservoir regulating during the seyere 
lower basin drought of the last 3 years. Year-around flows have been firmed 
up to meet all basic requirements for municipal and industrial water supply and 
stream sanitation. The three new reservoirs on the main stem below the Fort 
Peck Reservoir have been particularly valuable in maintaining adequate flows 
for these purposes during the nonnavigation season. The higher summer-season 
requirements for these purposes have been completely supplied by the releases 
made for navigation. Navigation has been furnished evenly regulated flows, 
although for somewhat curtailed. seasons. The total navigation water service 
has been much better than would have been supplied naturally without any 
reservoirs to sustain flows during the summer and autumn months. However, 
total deliveries below Sioux City of water useful to navigation and the aggregate 
length of the navigation seasons during the past 3 years have been practically 
the same as those which could have been provided by the Fort Peck Reservoir. 
alone, operating primarily for navigation in the manner in which it had been 
operated prior to 1954. 

42. The flow-regulation benefits realized on the Missouri River have extended 
on downstream to the Mississippi River, although there have not been any 
additional releases from the reservoirs specifically for Mississippi River purposes. 
The sustained flow from the Missouri River has been of tremendous value for 
navigation, water supply, and industry along the entire length of the Mississippi 
River from St. Louis to New Orleans. 

43. While all the foregoing benefits were being achieved by operations for the 
primary functions of the reservoirs, new recreation and fish and wildlife values 
have been created locally, at the sites of the new projects, which are of very 
great value to the local people. Obviously, with the reservoirs not entirely full 
to normal levels, conditions have not been the most favorable, particularly at 
the upper ends of the reservoirs. Nevertheless, the very real recreational onnor- 
tunities which actually exist at the reservoirs are attested to by the visitor 
attendance records of approximately 100,000 persons at the Fort Peck: Reservoir 
during each of the last 6 years, attendance rising from 100,000 persons in 1954 to 
145,000 persons in 1956 at the Garrison Reservoir, attendance of from 600,000 
to 750,000 persons at the Fort Randall Reservoir during each of the last 3 years, 
and attendance rising from 81,000 persons in 1954 to 551,000 persons in 1956 at 
the Gaving Point Reservoir. Special operations for recreational and fish and 
wildlife purposes have been accomplished in compatibility with operations for 
primary purposes, and have contributed materially to improved local usage of 
these great lakes of the Missouri River. 


CONCLUSION 


44. Unfavorable weather and water supply conditions the past 3 years have 
necessitated some curtailment of services from the Missouri River main-stem 
reservoirs below levels that would have been possible with normal water supply. 
Nevertheless, the reservoirs have been operated, completely within all legislative 
authorizations and directives, to provide rapidly expanding services to all new 
functions while maintaining navigation service approximately as was previously 
being accomplished with the Fort Peck Reservoir alone. Such curtailments below 
optimum service levels as have been necessary have been made equitably. Opera- 
tion of the reservoir system has been carefully coordinated with the basin States 
and interested Federal agencies through the coordinating committee and the 
reservoir control center. 

45. The recent adversity is only temporary, and with a return to normal weather 
and with completion of construction on the main-stem system, beneficial services 
severalfold greater than those already being realized can and will be furnished 
the whole length of the Missouri River. 
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[Enclosure No. 2] 
Marcu 12, 1954 
Cost ALLOCATION 


AGREEMENT AMONG DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, AND 
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION 


. Costs of a multiple-purpose project shall be allocated among the purposes served 
in such a manner that each purpose will share equitably in the savings result- 
ing from combining the purposes in a multiple-purpose development. 


Acceptable methods (see attachment for brief descriptions) 

(1) Separable costs-remaining benefits method.—This method is considered 
preferable for general application. 

(2) Alternative justifiable expenditure method.—This method differs from (1) 
only in employing specific costs of the various functions rather than their separa- 

. ble costs. It is acceptable where the necessary basic data to determine separa- 
ble costs are not available and the time and expense required to obtain the data 
are not warranted. 

(3) Use of facilities method.—This method is acceptable where the use of 
facilities is clearly determinable on a comparable basis and where use of this 
method would be consistent with the basis of project formulation and authoriza- 
tion. ; 


Minimum allocation 

Each purpose shall be allocated, in every case, at least its separable cost (the 
cost traceable to its inclusion in a multiple-purpose project). Limitations of 
basic data may occasionally require the use of specific cost (the cost of features 
identified solely with a single purpose) and other available data as constituting 
the best available basis for approximating separable costs. 


Legislative history 

The legislative history of authorized projects shall be considered in the alloca- 
tion of cost.. The authorizing act, committee reports, project justification docu- 
ments, and similar sources disclose the nature of the proposal submitted to the 
Congress and of congressional action thereupon. 


Consideration of economic costs 

In applying any one of the above allocation methods, taxes in an amount equal 
to those which would be foregone as a result of Federal development of the power 
rather than the most likely alternative development shall be included as an 
economic cost when distributing costs among the project purposes for analysis 
of economic justification, but shall be subtracted from the costs thus distributed 
to power in order to obtain the allocation of project costs to power. 


Value of power , 

The value of power produced means the estimated market value which would be 
obtainable if it were to be sold on an open competitive basis, without restriction 
as to use or resale. The value of power shall be determined as the lower of two 
figures : 

(1) The estimated actual] cost of equivalent power from the most likely 
alternative source that would be expected to develop in the absence of the 
project, to meet the same power needs, with appropriate adjustment for trans- 
mission costs and losses and other technical factors. 

(2) Estimated value of power to users. (Applicable where costs of al- 
ternative power would be prohibitive either for part or all of the power 
produced.) 

The value of power, determined as indicated above, shall be used for computa- 
tions of economic benefits in project justification and for the allocation of project 
costs. It will not be used to establish the level of power revenues, which are 
based on the amortization of project costs (Federal power investment) over a 
reasonable period of years. 
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Project feasibility 
Criteria of project feasibility shall be such that, insofar as can be determined 
in advance: . 


(1) Projects will be considered economically feasible when the value of 
power (as defined above) will at least equal the project costs allocated to 
power, plus the amount of taxes which would be foregone as a result of 
Federal development: of the power rather than the most likely alternative 
development. 

(2) Projects will be financially feasible, i. e., they will have potential 
net revenues from power sales sufficient to reimburse the Federal Govern- 
ment for the Federal investment in power. 


[Attachment] 
Brier ‘DESCRIPTION OF METHODS or Cost ALLOCATION 


The separable costs-remaining benefits method has the following steps: 

(1) The benefits of each purpose are estimated. 

(2) The alternate costs of single-purpose projects to obtain the same benefits 
are estimated. : 

(3) The separable cost of each purpose is estimated. 

(4) The separable cost of each purpose in the multiple-purpose project is 
deducted from the lesser of each purpose’s benefits or alternate cost. The lesser 
figure is used since alternate cost is used in this method only if it represents 
a justifiable expenditure, that is, if it does not exceed the benefits. 

(5) From total cost of project deduct all separable costs to determine residual 
costs. : 

(6) Residual costs, designated as. joint costs in this method, are distributed 

in direct proportion to the remainders found in step 4. 
- (7) To determine the cost allocated to each purpose, add the separable and 
distributed costs for each purpose and, in the case of power, subtract from that 
sum the amount of taxes foregone which was used in computing power costs under 
steps 2 and 3 above. 

The alternative justifiable expenditure method has the following steps: 

(1) The benefits of each purpose are estimated. 

(2) The alternate costs of single-purpose projects to obtain the same benefits 
are estimated. 

(3) The specific cost of each purpose is determined. 

(4) The specific cost of each purpose in the multiple-purpose project is 
deducted from the lesser of that purpose’s benefits or alternate cost. The lesser 
figure is used since alternate cost is used in this method only if it represents a 
justifiable expenditure, that is, if it does not exceed the benefits. 

(5) From total cost of project deduct all specific costs to determine joint costs. 

(6) Joint costs of the multiple-purpose project are distributed among purposes 
in direct proportion to the remainders found in step 4. 

(7) Allocation of project cost is determined in the same manner as under the 
separable costs-remaining benefits method. 

The use of facilities method has the following steps: 

(1) The use which is made by each purpose of joint project facilities is esti- 
mated on some basis which is comparable for the purposes concerned, using such 
measures of use as those of flow, reservoir capacity, energy consumption, and 
others as may be applicable. 

(2) The separable cost of each purpose is estimated. (In cases of minor 
importance specific rather than separable costs may be used. ) 

(3) From total cost of project deduct all separable costs to determine joint 
(residual) costs. 

(4) Joint costs of the multiple-purpose project are distributed among purposes 
in proportion to the comparable measures of use of the joint facilities estimated 
in (1). 

(5) To determine the cost allocated to each purpose, add the separable and 
distributed costs for each purpose and, in the case of power, subtract from that 
sum the amount of taxes foregone which was used in computing power cost 
under (2) above. 
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[Enclosure No. 3] 
JUNE 7, 1957 


EXPLANATION oF CosT ALLOCATIONS 


1. Introduction.—The main-stem Missouri Reservoir system is a series of six 
reservoirs which are to be operated as a coordinated system for flood control, 
irrigation, navigation, and hydroelectric-power production, and other purposes. 
To determine an equitable division of costs to each function, cost-allocation 
studies are required. Several methods are available to accomplish this, and 
each has certain advantages and disadvantages. In 1950 the Subcommittee on 
Benefits and Costs of the Federal Interagency River Basin Committee proposed 
a method entitled “Separable Costs-Remaining Benefits.” In 1954 the Federal 
agencies concerned with cost allocations for water-resource development projects 
agreed upon this method for future use. 

2. Initial allocation studies by the Corps of Engineers were undertaken for 
the Missouri River mainstem system in 1950, utilizing the use-of-facilities method ; 
in 1952 the allocation was selected from the results of several methods; and 
after 1952 all allocations have been made by the separable costs-remaining bene- 
fits method. Subsequent allocations have been made to account for changes 
in total costs and other physical factors such as increased power installations. 
A summary of the results of each of these studies was furnished to the joint 
committee in April 1957, in response to its request. 

3. Tabulation of allocations.—The following table presents a summary of the 
three principal allocations under discussion in the testimony before the com- 
mittee and concerning which requests were made for explanations of the 
changes: 


Use of facilities | Selection from | Sevarable costs- 


method, several metheds, | remaining bene- 
January 1950 October 1952 fits method, Jan- 

uary 1957 

\ 

Flood control. ._...-..-- in Sins eibubinbiphaen idee r $107, 800, 000 $142, 631, 700 i $155, 100, 000 
TO ies a hemtesiaeisins a iuedi 113, 880, 000 | 136, 100, 000 | 93, 800, 090 
a apes the cubbbcy sq bn Poienh Heep mantis 492, 749, 000 | 657, 916, 000 | 728, 400, 000 
Trri vation dhin tebe hae ‘ 2 170, 820, 000 | 173, 300, 000 | 162, 900, 000 
Recreation...........-. : ; 5, 890, 000 3, 050, 000 3, 100, 000 


as i ereneen nied pte “J 891, 139, 000 1, 112, 997, 7 1, 143, 300, 000 


4. It will be noted that between the 1950 and 1957 allocations the following 
changes have occurred : 


Total costs increased $252 million from $891 million to $1,143 million. 

Power allocation increased $235 million from $493 million to $728 million. 

Flood control allocation increased $47 million from $108 million to $155 million. 

Irrigation allocation deceased $8 million from $171 million to $163 million. 

Navigation allocation decreased $20 million from $114 million to $94 million. 

Recreation allocation decreased $3 million from $6 million to $3 million. 

The method-of-cost allocation has changed. 

To demonstrate the changes, the derivation of each of the columns will be ex- 
pnanee. 


5. January 1950 allocation.—This allocation was me using one variant of 
the use-of-facilities method. Under this method, the specific costs for each func- 
tion are first determined. ‘Specific’ costs are costs of facilities \which are solely 
for a particular function, such as the powerhouse, turbines, generators, pen- 
stocks, surge tanks, switchyard, and other features solely for power production. 
The costs remaining after all specific costs are subtracted from the total project 
costs are termed joint costs. These joint costs are then allocated to each func- 
tion on a basis proportional to the use made of facilities. The use made by each 
function was measured in terms of acre-feet of storage useful to the function 
under a long-term operation study for conditions of ultimate development. (In 
later studies the period of development for irrigation was taken into account.) 
Only specific costs were assigned to recreation. It will be noted that in this 
method, costs were allocated to functions on the basis of physical operation of 
the system with no direct relationship to the benefits of a function. 


<r nen 


A enn ater 


en 
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6. October 1952 allocation.—The results of this study are included on page 92 
of the Missouri Basin Survey Commission report, with the exception of $500,000 
for recreation at the Big Bend project which was omitted from that report. It 
was the first study made which included consideration of the separable costs’ 
remaining benefits method as suggested by the subcommittee of the Federal 
Interagency River Basin Committee on Benefits and Costs, although other 
methods were utilized too. For this allocation, 16 separate allocation studies 
were made in exploration of the field of available methods, consisting of several 
examples of each of the following methods: 


Separable costs-remaining benefits 
Alternate justifiable expenditure 
Benefits 

Use of facilities 

Incremental to power 


It was considered in this analysis that each method had certain advantages 
and disadvantages and that the results of the most applicable methods would be 
a valuable guide to judgment as. to the equitable distribution of costs between 
functions. The allocation selected by judgment was based primarily on the 
separable cost-remaining benefits; the use of facilities method; and the incre- 
mental to power method. 

7. In the companion allocation shown on page 92 of the report of the Missouri 
Basin Survey Commission ascribed to the Bureau of Reclamation, the amount 
assigned to power was only the costs of specific facilities for power under July 
1951 prices. Thus, navigation and flood control were charged not only with 
the specific costs for these functions but also all of the joint costs of the system 
(also, the specific power costs as estimated for 1951 price levels were subtracted 
from total project costs estimated for 1952 price levels, so that the increase in 
specific power costs due to price rise between 1951 and 1952 was also charged 
to navigation and flood control) by taking the difference between the total cost 
of the project and the specific cost to power. 

8. January 1957 allocation.—Subsequent to the interagency agreement of March 
1954, the separable cost-remaining benefit method has been used for all corps 
allocations. The separable cost for each function is the difference between cost 
of the total multiple-purpose project and the cost of a project providing the 
same service to all of the other functions. In other words, the separable cost 
of a function is the cost of adding that function to a proposed project for 
serving other functions. The separable costs are assigned directly to the purpose 
for which they are incurred. The remaining part of the total project costs after 
deducting the sum of the separable costs is called the joint costs and are allocated 
to the purposes served by the remaining-benefits method. To apply the remain- 
ing-benefits method, it is first necessary to determine what benefits will accrue 
to each purpose. However, if there is an alternative method of accomplishing 
the same purpose which would cost less than the benefits accruing to that pur- 
pose, the smaller figure is used. From the smaller figure thus obtained, the 
separable cost for that purpose is subtracted to obtain the remaining benefits. 
Joint costs are then distributed to each purpose in proportion to the remaining 
benefits for each purpose. The total costs allocated to a purpose are the sum 
of the separable costs plus the allocated portion of the joint costs. 

9. Overall-cost comparison.—Of the overall increuse in cost of the projects from 
$891 million to $1,143 million, about $100 million is due to increased electric- 
generating capacity, and about $150 million to the increase in price levels and to 
design changes which both increased and decreased prices. These are not precise 
determinations due to the nature of some of the changes. For example, on the Big 
Bend project costs were kept reasonably up to date by applying ENR price index 
changes through 1954. In 1954 a preliminary design study indicated that a change 
in location of the project, with increased power head and greater installed capac- 
ity could be built at approximately the same cost as the indexed cost of the small- 
er project. Incidentally the ENR construction costs index has changed from 477 
average in 1949 to 693 average in 1956, or approximately a 45-percent increase. 

10. Comparison of allocations.—In comparing the allocations, cognizance must 
be taken of the difference in methods used. The 1950 allocation was based on 
the service rendered to each function as shown by a long-term operation study 
without consideration of the economic worth of such services. The 1957 alloca- 
tion, based on the separable costs-remaining benefits method assigns costs to 
functions in relation to their economic worth (benefits) without direct regard 
to the relative service provided by the projects. The 1952 allocation was derived 
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by judgment, from consideration of results of these two methods, and also with 
some consideration to the lesser: status of power as a primary Federal responsi- 
bility. 

11. Power changes.—The individual function changes reflect the above factors. 
Thus, power allocations changed from $493 million in 1950 to $658 million in 1952 
to $728 million in 1957 primarily because of the increasing costs of specific facili- 
ties solely for power. One of the major reasons for the change in specific costs 
was the increase in power installations; including an increase of 80,000 kilowatts 
at Fort Peck, 245,000 kilowatts at Oahe, 97,000 kilowatts at Big Bend, and 19,000 
kilowatts at Gavins Point—a total of 441,000 killowatts, or an overall increase of 
nearly one-third. (The power installations indicated on the cost-allocation sum- 
maries previously furnished the committee for January 1950 and June 1950 in- 
cluded 425,000 kilowatts at Oahe, 100,000 kilowatts at Gavins Point, and 1,450,000 
kilowatts for the system should have been: Oahe, 350,000 kilowatts; Gavins 
Point, 81,000 kilowatts; and system, 1,356,000 kilowatts.) ‘Thus specific costs 
changed from $275 million in 1950 or 31 percent of total system costs, to $371 
million in 1952, or 33 percent of total system cost, to $483 million in 1957, or 42 
percent of total system cost. The remaining joint costs allocated to power changed 
from 24.4 percent of total system costs in 1950 to 25.7 percent in 1952 to 21.4 per- 
cent of total system costs in 1957. Similarly, the separable costs to power (cost 
of adding power to the project) increased from $436 million in 1952 or 39 percent 
of total system costs, to $577 million in 1957 or 51 percent of total system costs. 
It will be noted that the allocation of joint costs to power between 1950 and 1957 
increased less than 25 percent from $217,775,000 to $245,007,000, although during 
this same period the ENR index of price change indicates that construction costs 
generally increased over 45 percent. 

12. Navigation, flood control, and irrigation.—The change in costs allocated to 
navigation from $114 million in 1950 to $136 million in 1952 resulted in large meas- 
ure from increased system costs; from use of an average period, with gradually 
increasing irrigation service, rather than ultimate conditions; and from some 
recognition of the incremental allocation method for power. The change from 
$136 million in 1952 to $94 million in 1957 resulted primarily from changing to the 
separable costs-remaining benefits allocation method. Also, in general, evaluated 
benefits to other functions increased during this period while navigation benefits 
have remained constant, resulting in a reduction in the portion of joint costs 
assigned to navigation. 

13. Flood-control allocations changed from $108 million in 1950 to $148 million 
in 1952 because of the inereased cost of the system, and because of consideration 
of the incremental allocation to power. The change to $155 million in 1957 
results from the method used and the increased estimates of costs of a single- 
purpose alternative project which was used to limit the flood-control benefits in 
the study. 

14. There was very little change in irrigation costs from the $171 million in 
1950 to the $173 million in 1952 due to the offsetting effects of the increased 
system costs, which would have raised the allocation, and the fact that rate of 
development was considered in 1952 rather than basing it on ultimate develop- 
ment as in the 1950 study. The change to $163 million in 1957 results from the 
use of the separable costs-remaining benefits method. During this period eval- 
uated benefits to flood control, irrigation and power all increased, but irrigation 


benefits were limited by the cost of an alternative single purpose project, so that. 


irrigation’s portion was reduced. 

15. General observations.—It is pertinent to recognize that the service which 
navigation will receive from the system under full development conditions will be 
less in quantity, although of somewhat better quality of regulation, than would 
have been furnished by the Fort Peck Reservoir alone which was built primarily 
for navigation. , 

16. It should also be noted that under the 1957 allocation “Navigation” and 
“Flood control” are allocated about 37 percent of the joint costs of facilities useful 
to all purposes, while “Power,” although its benefits exceed the combined benefits 
for all other functions, is allocated about the same, 39 percent of the joint costs. 
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{Enclosure No. 4] 
June 7, 1957 
FLow RELEASES FOR NAVIGATION 


1. Description and status of project—The Missouri River bank stabilization 
and navigation project is one which concentrates the low flows into a single 
channel, shapes the channel into a series of smoothly curved bends, and then 
stabilizes the new banks along the desired alinement. It is of the type known 
as “open river regulation,” which means that there are no dams to form slack- 
water-pools. In this it is similar to the 1,170 miles of the Mississippi River from 
St. Louis to the gulf. At the close of calendar year 1956, the status of completion 
of the project was: Kansas City to the mouth, 84 percent ; Omaha to Kansas City, 
80 percent ; and Sioux City to Omaha, 40 percent. 

2. Design flow requirements.—The original design for the 9- foot project was 
based on flows of 30,000 cubic feet per second or more at Sioux City for a full 
8-month navigation season for 90 percent of the time, but with flows as low as. 
20,000 cubic feet per second for the remaining 10 percent of the time unless com- 
pensated for by a shortening of the navigation season. 

8. Experience and data collected during the construction history of the project 
indicate that flows of 30,000 cubic feet per second at Sioux City and 32,500 cubic 
feet per second at Kansas City will permit 9-foot navigation with nominal 
dredging when the project is completed. The statement has been made that flows 
of 25,000 cubic feet per second at Sioux City and 27,500 cubic feet per second at 
Kansas City would permit 9-foot navigation without excessive dredging. How- 
. ever, the amount of dredging which might be required with lesser flows cannot be 
fully determined until the project is complete. 

4. Navigation is limited to the ice-free season which is about 8 months at 
Sioux City and 9 months at Kansas City and below. Flows necessary to provide 
a 9-foot channel for the full-length season are desirable; however, a shorter 
season is preferable to a decrease in flows. 

5. Current flow requirements for successful navigation.—Actual operating 
experience the last 3 years has demonstrated that for successful navigation on 
the uncompleted project flows of 25,000 to 28,000 cubic feet per second at Omaha, 
32,000 cubic feet per second at Nebraska City, and 35,000 cubic feet per second 
at Kansas City are about the practicable minima until project completion. Such 
flows are required to offset the adverse channel conditions resulting from rapid 
peaking of uncontrolled tributary inflows, the influence of fluctuating stages of 
the Mississippi River, and the effects of ice. The rapid peaking of tributary 
inflows causes the shifting of the channel on the crossings which have not been 
fully stabilized or defined. The fluctuating of the Mississippi River affects the 
lower reaches of the Missouri in much the same manner as the uncontrolled trib- 
utary inflows. The intermittent formation and breaking of ice blocks cause the 
formation of auxiliary channels thereby reducing the flow available for the 
designed channel. 

6. Under present conditions, flows less than those listed in the preceding para- 
graph would require a severe reduction in size of tows as well as draft and very 
probably would cause some of the newer boats, designed especially for Missouri 
River operations, to be unable to operate due to their designed drafts and large 
horsepower. In view of this, when it has been necessary to reduce total water 
usage, it has been preferable to shorten the season rather than to try to operate 
with lower flow rates. 

7. Flows of at least 20,000 cubic feet per second at Sioux City are required dur- 
ing at least 6 months of the ice-free season, even without commercial navigation. 
These flows are required to permit construction to proceed on the bank-stabiliza- 
tion project above Sioux City and on the stabilization and navigation project 
below Sioux City. Even with such reduced flows, construction operations would 
be hindered by the difficulties of moving and operating floating plant at full 
capacity, and consequently construction costs would be moderately increased. 

8. Benefits of releases for navigation in calendar years 1954, 1955, and 1956.— 
The general release pattern for the past 3 years has been to maintain about 28,000 
- eubie feet per second at Omaha, 32,000 cubic feet per second at Nebraska City, 
and 35,000 cubic feet per second at Kansas City for periods of about 7 months in 
1954, 644 months in 1955, and 7 months in 1956. Releases of the same general 
magnitude and duration could have been sustained by the operation of the Fort 
Peck Reservoir alone. 
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9. The estimated savings to shippers resulting from the use of the navigation 
project during these years were previously reported to the committee as follows: 





Calendar year 
1954 1955 1956 
Missouri River: : 
Neen TT TTT eee auhguingushe $908, 000 $1, 330, 000 $954, 000 
eee re din desdancnussbvatabe 84, 362 89, 111 109, 776 
Waterway improvement materials__.....................- 1, 062, 775 976, 272 1, 244, 877 
Mississippi River: 
ee eeeleeegumenensonn 1, 777, 000 1, 753, 000 
ION nol ns Be cst eesk edb Bloc o cect ceccee 415, 000 631, 000 
RES SS EP Sar eee eee el ae ee a 2, 055, 137 4, 587, 383 1 4, 692, 653 
1 Corrected figure. 


10. The releases that would have been made in an operation primarily for 
power in 1954-1956, without any service for navigation or stabilization construc- 
tion, would have varied around an average of 15,000 cubic feet per second, ordi- 
narily, at Sioux City during the open water periods. Releases of this magnitude 
would not have permitted through commercial navigation. Sand and gravel 
movement, being of a short-haul nature, could possibly have adjusted to these 
discharges by taking advantage of local pool areas. The movement of waterway- 
improvement materials could have continued to some extent but probably at no 
savings over land-haul methods due to restricted movement of floating plant and 
a reduction in drafts. Therefore, all of the savings listed in the preceding para- 
graph, except for sand and gravel, can be attributed to the additional releases 
in excess of those for power requirements. 

11. The total operation and maintenance costs for the stabilization and navi- 
gation project, as furnished previously to the committee, were— 


mreemes Wee’ epee Das ne ele $7, 032, 551 
Ce een eee ee meek cen 6, 371, 245 
aes eee a ee a Bo Se se 6, 238, 480 
First half of fiscal year 1957. REAE AC Fee e ay SES PE 8, 302, 600 


As stated to the committee, only a portion of these costs, together with a portion 
of reservoir-operating costs, are allocable to navigation. as listed below: 


Navigation operation and maintenance 


Fiseal years 








pe  ivet half, 
1957 
1954 1955 1956 
Ce Gini ot bse vabtmnn dans qewese cto’ $2, 452, 900 $2, 222, 300 $2, 176, 000 $1, 151, 900 
I icici itn eatin ahi Media apiinetter satay 125, 151 139, 062 250, 011 119, 717 


WMD. eile £0 das seets se 2,578,051 | 2,461,362} 2,426,011 | —‘1, 271, 617 


postetasinftetemeneeeeasaaes 


12. If navigation had been temporarily suspended for the 1954-56 period, 
only those operation and maintenance costs used directly for channel dredging, 
channel marking and reconnaissance, and snagging would have been saved, since 
those items chargeable to structure maintenance would have continued. These 
savings would have amounted to the following on a calendar year basis: 


I Te a eeatiemerdinnan $1, 160, 900 
I I i cree 1, 337, 500 
SNE ID ROI i aasl. coqpepeidchgnertimenh trayenth ae dspawind os 1, 254, 200 

Sin sth Se chapsasetntnes th ahaich i aidhniensiiettae bpineyapngnntpinct> 3, 732, 600 


In computing these savings, the fiscal year costs for channel dredging, channel 
marking and reconnaissance, and snagging were prorated according to the total 
half-year operation and maintenance costs. 
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13. The additional revenue from power that could have been generated in 1954, 
1555, and 1956 by reservoir operation without any service to navigation or sta- 
. bilizacion construction is roughly estimated as $400,000 in 1954, $1,000,000 in 1955, 

and $2,500,000 in 1956. P 

14, A comparative analysis of the benefits resulting from the operations for the 
past 3 years is as follows: 


Calendar years 





Total for 
3 years 
1954 1955 1956 
Missouri River: 
Commercial freight... ......-.............-- $908, 000 $1. 330, 000 $954, 000 $3, 192, 000 
Waterway improvement materials__ -___-- 1, 062, 775 976, 272 1, 244, 877 3, 283, 924 
ON void niindiindivdnbatbasincicad 1, 970, 775 2, 306, 272 2, 198, 877 6, 475, 924 
Mississippi River: ; J 
IEE en ES to Si 1, 777, 000 1, 753, 000 3, 530, 000 
Savings in channel work._- ...............-]----.--------- 415, 000 631, 000 1, 046, 000 
icin aiacdtsiniity uibthae adahsios onok 1, 970, 775 4, 498, 272 4, 582, 877 11, 051, 924 
Less savings without operation for navigation: 
Additional power revenue..._..-......-...- 400, 000 1, 000, 000 2, 500, 000 3, 900, 090 
Operation and maintenance savings---._._- _ 1, 160, 900 1, 337, 500 1, 234, 200 3, 732, 600 
NE, bitte iii dies, Sis 1, 560, 900 2, 337, 500 3, 734, 200 7, 632, 600 
Fi innate sists « dicsodhbebeansicaied 409, 875 2, 160, 772 848, 677 3, 419, 324 


15. Thus it is indicated that the actual operations of the Missouri River main- 
stem reservoirs the past 3 years have resulted in greater net values than could 
have been realized by operations primarily for power without any service to 
navigation. The maintenance of navigation water service during these years 
of initial traffic growth and development, although not evaluated in the fore-. 
going tabulation, is very important to earliest realization of full navigation 
benefits on the Missouri River, and further justifies the actual operations. 


[Enclosure No. 5] 
(June 7, 1957) 
Siack-WaTeR Navigation, Missouri River, Sioux Ciry, Iowa, TO THE MouTH 


1. Ewvisting Missouri River stabilization and navigation project.—The existing 
project for bank stabilization and navigation on the Missouri River from Sioux 
City, Iowa, to the mouth, a distance of 762 river-miles, provides for securing a 
stabilized navigable channel 9 feet deep and not less than 300 feet wide by open- 
river regulation, that is, by means of bank revetment, permeable dikes to con- 
tract and stabilize the waterway, cutoffs to eliminate long bends, closing of minor 
channels, removal of snags, and dredging as required. This work serves the 
dual functions of stabilizing the banks and shaping the navigation channel. At 
the close of calendar year 1956, the project was 84 percent complete below Kansas 
City, Mo.; 80 percent complete between Omaha, Nebr., and Kansas City; and 40 
percent complete between Sioux City, Iowa, and Omaha. The estimated total cost 
of the project is $340,900,000, of which $242,737,000 has been allotted to date. 
The major portion of the work yet to be accomplished lies in the reach be- 
tween Sioux City, Iowa, and Omaha, Nebr. 

2. The existing project is dependent for its successful operation on release of 
sufficient water from upstream storage to maintain satisfactory channel depths 
during the ice-free navigation season of about 8 months. The existing Fort Peck 
Reservoir in Montana was built for the primary purpose of maintaining adequate 
naviagtion flows in the Missouri River in the reach from Sioux City, Iowa, to the 
mouth. Since closure of other reservoirs on the upper Missouri River in recent 
years, releases to maintain satisfactory flows for a somewhat shortened naviga- 
tion season of 6% to 7 months have been provided by integrated operation of 
the reservoir system as a whole. 

8. Open-river regulation was selected as the appropriate method for improve- 
ment of the Missouri River for navigation on the basis of economic conditions 
which existed and which could be foreseen at the time the improvement was 
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initiated, Economic justification of the existing project is apparent, for im- 
provement costs have been more that justified by benefits already realized from 
bank stabilization alone. 

4. Proposed study of improvement of the Missouri River by canalization in lieu 
of improvement by open-river regulation.—It has been proposed that considera- 
tion be given to replacement of the existing navigation project by a canalization 
project, that is, a project for improvement of the river from Sioux City, Iowa, to 
the mouth to permit slack-water navigation by means of a system of locks and 
dams—a type of improvement which would permit navigation with flows sub- 
stantially reduced 'elow those now required. It has been suggested also, in con- 
nection with consideration of a slack-water-navigation project, that considera- 
tion be given to the practicability and feasibility of power generation at the dams 
between Sioux City and the mouth, which would be required in a project of this 
nature. 

5. Prior studies of slack-water navigation on the Missouri River.—Studies, gen- 
erally of preliminary examination scope, of a project for slack-water navigation 
on the Missouri River from Yankton, 8. Dak., to the mouth, were undertaken by 
the Corps of Engineers during preparation of the 308 Report on the Missouri 
River (H. Doc. No. 238, 73d Cong., 2d sess.). Because of the wide, fertile flood 
plain which would be subject to inundation by the pools formed behind dams of 
appreciable height, studies were limited to relatively low dams which would con- 
fine pools insofar as practicable to within riverbanks. Because of the low heads, 
power production was not considered. The necessity for relatively frequent 
passage of large flood flows required consideration of movable dams, and the ap- 
preciable percentage of time natural discharges were of a magnitude sufficient to 
permit open-river navigation required the inclusion of navigable passes. The 
plan of improvement considered in the 308 Report accordingly included a system 
of 112 locks and dams with lifts varying from 3 to 14 feet and averaging about 7 
feet, each including a 110- by 600-foot lock adjacent to one river bank, a mov- 
able navigable dam section of Chanoine wickets, a movable nonnavigable sec- 
tion equipped with roller gates, and a fixed dam section adjacent to the other 
bank. Design was based on obtaining a minimum navigable depth of 8 to 9 feet. 
The estimated cost of the locks and dams, not including the cost of river-stabiliz- 
ing works required to maintain a channel through the pools or to prevent flanking 
of the dam structures, was $343,255,000 on the basis of price levels in 1982 when 
the report was prepared. It should be noted that costs now are on the order of 
2% to 3 times higher than they were in 1932. 

6. The 112 dams between Yankton, 8S. Dak., and the mouth developed a total 


‘lift of 774 feet. Of this total, 96 dams with an aggregate lift of 694 feet were 


below Sioux City. In proportion to that part of the total lift which is below 
Sioux City, the indicated part of the above total cost assignable to the reach 
from Sioux City to the mouth is about 90 percent. 

7. Based upon the studies made at that time, it was concluded that the same 
benefits to navigation could be obtained by open-river regulation at less cost 
than by canalization. Accordingly, the 308 report proposed an open-river regu- 
lation project supplemented by upstream storage to maintain flows required dur- 
ing the navigation season. 

8. Physical and economic changes since completion of prior studies.—There 
have been major physical and economic changes in the Missouri River Basin 
since completion in 1932 of prior studies of a slack-water navigation project. 
Major multiple-purpose dams and reservoirs have been constructed on the upper 
Missouri River and additional major structures are under construction and 
authorized, with the result that floods originating in the upper basin will be con- 
trolled and sediment contribution from the upper basin will be reduced. Although 
floods can still be generated in the uncontrolled portion of the basin below 
Gavins Point Dam, the magnitude and severity of floods on the Missouri River 
between Sioux City and the mouth will be greatly reduced. Tributary reser- 
voirs completed, under construction, and authorized in the lower basin will fur- 
ther reduce the frequency and severity of lower basin floods, and a system of 
levees authorized and under construction along the Missouri River between 
Sioux City and the mouth will greatly reduce damages from lower river floods 
which do occur. The existing stabilization and navigation project has achieved 
stabilization of riverbanks below Omaha and promises stabilization of the banks 
between Sioux City and Omaha. The reduction in the flood threat plus stabiliza- 
tion of the riverbanks has encouraged improvement of flood-plain properties and 
intensified use of flood-plain lands, Water requirements of all kinds have been 
increased and still greater requirements in the future can be foreseen, so that 
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water conservation has become of primary importance. Use of electrical power 
has increased and estimated future power demands are of a magnitude totally 
unforeseen at the time of earlier studies, with the result that the possibility 
of incorporation of power production into a slack-water navigation project should 
not be neglected in future studies. Construction costs, of course, have increased 
greatly since prior studies, but there have been major advancements in con- 
struction methods, tools, and materials which should make possible certain 
economies in spite of the general price rise. ; 

9. Scope of future investigation Because of the physical and economic devel- 
opment which has taken place since prior studies were completed, and because 
of the apparent great magnitude of construction costs involved, further investi- 
gation of a slack-water-navigation project on the Missouri River should be initi- 
ally of preliminary examination scope. Even if so limited, the investigation will 
be expensive and will require an appreciable time for completion because of the 
many complex factors which must be censidered in developing and evaluating 
the most appropriate plan of improvement Briefly, the investigation will require 
the following major studies: 

(a) Layout and design of structures : Economical power installations are prac- 
ticable only in connection wtih dams developing a substantial amount of power 
head. Dams developing sufficient heads for economic power generation on the 
Missouri River below Sioux City would inundate large areas of fertile bottom- 
lands with resultant high flowage damages. It will be necessary, therefore, to 
compare costs for the higher dams capable of power development but entailing 
associated high flowage damages with costs for the lower dams which would have 
no power production benefits but would have the advantage of much lower flow- 
age damages. It is possible that a combination of the two types may prove prac- 
ticable—the lower dams to be used where flowage damages would be extremely 
high and the higher dams to be used where the increase in flowage damages 
would be moderate and would be warranted in view of returns from power pro- 
duction. Structures must be designed to insure that flood heights are increased 
by the minimum amount practicable. Consideration should be given to the 
practicability of longitudinal dikes for lateral confinement of the pools and the 
practicability of incorporating existing levees therein. 

(b) Detailed designs: To permit reasonably accurate cost estimates, at least 
one structure of each size class should be laid out and designed in detail. In ad- 
dition detailed studies should be made of the dams and appurtenant structures 
which will affect congested urban areas. Sufficient design should be accom- 
plished on each structure to insure that sample detailed estimates may be prop- 
erly applied. 

(c) Stabilization structures: Sufficient studies will be required to determine 
the extent to which existing stabilization works and those currently planned can 
be adapted to the requirements of a slack-water-navigation project for mainte- 
nance of channels through the pools and for prevention of flanking of structures. 

(d). Sediment investigations: Extensive studies will be required to determine 
the probable nature and extent of sediment deposition in the pools and the cost 
of its removal. The 308 Report studies demonstrated the magnitude of sedi- 
mentation in slack-water pools, the high cost of maintenance dredging, and the 
difficulty of disposal of the enormous quantity of dredged material involved. Al- 
though the main-stem dams already constructed have reduced the river’s sedi- 
ment load—by about 50 percent at Omaha, Neb.—the reduction for the most part 
has been confined to the finer sediments which would be least likely to deposit in 
the pools of a navigation system. Except for the uppermost pools of the system, 
little reduction in sediment deposition below the amounts estimated in prior 
studies can be depended upon. This is particularly true for those pools below 
the mouth of the Platte River and below the mouth of the Kansas River. © 

(e). Drainage of adjacent lands: Drainage of adjacent lands will constitute 
a major problem in connection with any system of slack-water pools: Even with 
low dams and pools confined within the riverbanks, ground water levels may be 
raised to an extent detrimental to crop production and may require installation 
of drainage facilities. The problem will be intensified if higher dams are used, 
particularly if longitudinal dikes prove practicable and pools are maintained 
above the level of adjacent lands. 

(f) Waterborne commerce: Estimates of potential waterborne commerce are 
available from a recent reevaluation of the existing project. It will be neces- 
sary that these be brought up to date and that savings in transportation costs be 
reevaluated in the light of the difference in cost between movement in the open 
river and through a system of slack-water pools. 
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(g) Power studies: Studies will be required to determine the amount, cost, 
and value of power which may be generated in installations in conjunction with 
the navigation dams. In addition, studies of operation of the multiple-purpose 
reservoirs upstream with the lower navigation season releases required by a 
slack-water project will be necessary to determine the increase in power values 

- which might be developed. 

(h) Other studies: Miscellaneous other studies will be required also. It 
will be necessary, for example, to determine the effect of a series of slack-water 
pools on stream sanitation and public health, and the nature and cost of correc- 
tive measures which may be required. Conversely, the chain of slack-water 
pools should have a very high value to recreation and fish and wildlife, and bene- 
fits from these sources should be evaluated to the fullest extent practicable. 

(i) Local cooperation: Determination should be made of the portion of overall 
costs which should appropriately be borne by local interests, and local interests 
should be consulted to ascertain their willingness and ability to bear the portion 
of cost assigned to them. 

(j) Economic analysis: Finally, an economic analysis must be made to de- 
termine the overall economic value of the project in the light of overall economic 
costs and benefits. 

10. Cost of investigation and time required.—Probable costs and time required 
for an investigation as complex as this one cannot be estimated accurately until 
some of the required studies are initiated and work requirements can be more 
accurately foreseen. On the basis of data currently available, it is indicated 


that a study of preliminary examination scope will require a period of from 


2 to 3 years for completion and will cost between $100,000 and $200,000 

11. Desirability of investigation—A slack-water-navigation project on the 
Missouri River in place of the existing open-river regulation project would per- 
mit substantial reduction in navigation season flows, and consequent conserva- 
tion of water for increased winter-season power releases without curtailment of 
navigation. There is, however, a limitation on the extent to which releases 
during the winter may be increased because of the increased hazard from ice 
jams with higher winter flows. Also, after occurrence of a reasonable period 
of normal or above normal precipitation and runoff and there has been an op- 
portunity to fill the Missouri River reservoirs to desirable levels, it appears 
that reduction in summer releases for navigation will have a relatively minor 
effect on power generation at these reservoirs. 

12. Navigation dams on the Missouri River between Sioux City and the mouth 
high enough to warrant installation of power generation facilities would inundate 
appreciable areas of highly developed land, with resultant high flowage damages, 
and would cause severe drainage problems in adjacent areas. Even a system 
of lower dams, which would permit the pools to be confined largely between 
existing river banks, would cause appreciable flowage damages and would cause 
serious drainage problems. Sedimentation problems in a series of slack-water 
pools will be serious. 

13. A slack-water-navigation project between Sioux City and the mouth un- 
questionably will be very expensive. In addition to high construction costs, 
flowage damages, and the costs of providing for adequate drainage of adjacent 
lands will be very high. Maintenance of a navigable channel through the pools, 
in view of the anticipated high rate of sediment deposition, will be costly, and 
disposal of dredged material will be a major problem. 

14. Navigation benefits accruing to a slack-water project are not likely to be 
substantially greater than those which will accrue to the existing open-river 
project. Determination of additional power benefits requires further study. 
It does not appear that there will be an extensive gain in power values from 
the upstream main-stem reservoirs over a long-term period in the future, but 
a substantial power value might be developed in connection with a series of high- 
lift locks and dams. Other benefits, such as those from recreation and fish and 
wildlife conservation, may be appreciable, but probably not of such a magnitude 
as to play an important part in project justification. 

15. It appears, therefore, that economic justification of a slack-water-naviga- 
tion project on the Missouri River from Sioux City, Iowa, to the mouth must 
be regarded as questionable. Nevertheless, in view of major physical and eco- 
nomic changes in the Missouri River Basin since prior studies of this type of 
improvement, it might be desirable to undertake an investigation of prelminary 
examination scope so that authoritative and up-to-date data on costs and benefits 
will be available. 
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STATEMENT OF THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


At the request of Senator James E. Murray, chairman of the In- 
terior and Insular Affairs Committee, Assistant Secretary of Interior 
Fred G. Aandahl submitted to the committee, on behalf of his De- 
partment, the following comments on testimony previously taken in 
regard to the Missouri River operations: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., July 24, 1957. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR MurRAy: Your letter of May 10 asked that we comment on the 
transcript of the joint hearings on the Missouri Basin project held May 1-38 
by the Interior and Public Works Committees. - 

The enclosed statements are furnished in response to that request. 

Sincerely yours, 
: Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


MISSOURI RIVER BASIN PROJECT—ECONOMIC ANALYSES 


In response to questions raised during the May 1957 hearings, the financial 
summaries of the Missouri River Basin project appearing in the accompanying 
table were selected to trace the cost allocations and repayment of the project by 
periods since its authorization in 1944. The major changes which have occurred 
are discussed briefly in connection with the respective summaries. 

The plan of development for the Missouri River Basin prepared by the Bureau 
of Reclamation was presented in the report of the Secretary of the Interior 
which was submitted to Congress in 1944 and printed as Senate Document No. 
191, 78th Congress. The plan prepared by the Corps of Engineers was pre- 
sented in the report of the Secretary of War and printed as House Document No. 
475, 78th Congress. Certain adjustments in the physical plan were made by 
mutual agreement between the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers 
to coordinate the two plans which are presented in Senate Document No. 247, 
78th Congress. No economic analyses or cost allocations are presented in either 
the corps’ plan in House Document No. 475 or in the reconciliation report: in 
Senate Document No. 247, and no cost allocation was made in 1944 for the plan in 
Senate Document No. 247. No cost figures are included in Senate Document No. 
247..- 

Using the cost data presented in House Document No. 475 and Senate Document 
No, 191 and making approximate adjustments for the revisions in plan made in . 
Senate Document No. 247, the total cost at the time of authorization, based on 
1940 prices, would have been more than $1.4 billion. Present-day construction 
costs are nearly three times as high as in 1940, 

The cost allocation and repayment summaries as reported for Senate Docu- 
ment No. 191 are based on the summaries appearing on page 27 and on the cost 
allocations to power appearing on pages 141, 142, and 188 of Senate Document 
No. 191. It is assumed that the latter represent allocations to commercial power 
although the allocations to the transmission systems appearing on pages 142 and 
188 include some cost properly allocable to irrigation pumping power. The 
allocation to irrigation used in this summary was obtained by: subtracting the 
allocation to power and to municipal water from the total reimbursable costs. 

The irrigation benefits were measured in terms of expected annual increase in 
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gross crop values. The annual value of power at full development was used 
as the measure of: power benefits. Although final evaluation of flood control 
benefits had not been made, it was assumed that they would at least equal the 
costs of the flood control works proposed by the Corps of Engineers. 

In January 1950 an analysis on the Missouri River Basin project was made 
for use as a basis for the Report on Proposed Interim Rate Schedules for Missouri 
River Basin Project dated. March 1950, in which interim power rates were 
established for the project. : 

Table 3 on page 92 of the Missouri Basin Survey Commission Report of Jan- 
uary 1953 is entitled “Comparison of Allocation of Cost by Two Federal Agencies 
on Identical Main Stem Dams, Missouri Basin.” It is stated that one allocation 
is from information supplied by the Bureau of Reclamation and that another 
‘allocation is from information supplied by the Corps of Engineers. However, 
only a part of the allocation attributed to the Bureau of Reclamation is from an 
allocation made by that agency. In September 1951, the Bureau made an 
allocation of the Corps of Engineers main stem reservoir system based on total 
estimated costs of construction supplied by the Corps of Engineers in 1951, as 
follows: 


Bureau of Reclamation allocation, September 1951 (main stem reservoirs only) 


Unit Power’ Irriga- | Flood control Total cost 
tion | and navigation 





$121, 632, 000 $156, 900, 000 


Cee nie neeeuaasind $35, 268, 000 0 

Nea. Liclidenddsted dudedcdsovntncbacesess 51, 300, 006 0 242, 295, 000 293, 595, 000 
gd ol ae egsuencokoaet 114, 625, 000 0 202, 875, 000 317, 500, 000 

ey 49, 500, 000 0 0 49, 500, 000 

gee Ee Ln aoe nc econ sien 61, 800, 000 0 135, 500, C00 197, 300, 000 

ch aR Rt a 31, 444, 000 0 29, 730, 000 61, 174, 000 





ia salinities 343, 937, 000 0| 732,032,000 | 1, 075, 969, 000 


It will be noted that the figures for the allocations to power in this allocation are 
identical with those shown in table 3 of the Missouri Basin Survey Commission 
report but that the figures for total costs and for the allocations to flood control 
and navigation are not the same. The data submitted to the commission by the 
Corps of Engineers in 1952 included figures for total costs of the main stem 
reservoirs that were on a later basis than those used by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion in the September 1951 allocation, and apparently the commission used the 
Bureau’s 1951 power allocation with the corps’ 1952 cost figures, obtaining the 
figures used by the commission for the flood control and navigation allocations 
by subtraction. 

This results in a reported allocation of $16 million of the cost of Big Bend 
Reservoir to flood control and navigation by the Bureau of Reclamation. Actually, 
the Bureau has never made an allocation of costs of Big Bend Reservoir to flood 
control and navigation. 

In view of the fact that the comparative data being furnished herein is on the 
overall project and not on individual segments of the project, no further com- 
ment is offered on this separate analysis of the six main stem reservoirs made by 
the Missouri Basin Survey Commission. 

Subsequent to authorization of the project and prior to the April 1955 studies 
the allocations of costs and the payout studies for the Missouri River Basin 
project in Bureau of Reclamation analyses were made entirely by the Bureau 
of Reclamation, without the approval of the Corps of Engineers, based on the 
following general criteria and procedures: 

1. Allocations to nonreimbursable flood control and navigation purposes 
equal to the lesser of (1) the capitalized annual benefits or (2) the cost of 
a single-purpose alternative. 

2. Remaining costs allocated among the reimbursable purposes of irriga- 
tion, power and municipal and industrial water by (a) the alternative 
justifiable expenditure method and (b) the priority-of-use method and the 
average of the two used as the tentative allocation. 

8. An adjustment in the power allocation, based on the proportion of 
peak kilowatt pumping demand to the dependable capacity of the power 
system, was made to separate non-interest-bearing irrigation pumping power 
from interest-bearing commercial power. 
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4. No interest during construction was included in the cost allocation 
or the payout study. 

5. The payout studies were based on use of the interest component from 
power repayments to help pay the costs allocated to irrigation. 

In the April 1955 studies the allocations made by the Corps of Engineers were 
used for the facilities constructed by that agency. The remainder of the study 
was made by the Bureau of Reclamation and was based on the following major 
revisions in the criteria and procedures: 

1. All costs were allocated by the separable costs-remaining benefits 
method where separable costs were available and by the alternative justifia- 
ble expenditure method where separable costs were not available. (A fur- 
ther suballocation between non-interest-bearing irrigation pumping power 
and interest-bearing commercial power was made as in previous cost alloca- 
tions. ) 

2. Interest during construction was included for costs allocated to com- 
mercial power and municipal and industrial water which are reimbursable 
with interest. 

8. The project payout study does not apply interest on the commercial 
power investment as an aid in repaying the irrigation investment. 

The method of allocation used by the Bureau prior to April 1955 is similar to 
that used in Senate Document No. 191, 78th Congress, in that it maximized the 
allocation to nonreimbursable functions. However, the allocation used by the 
Bureau of Reclamation in that document was questioned by the Corps of Engi- 
neers in the letter of April 25, 1944, from the Chief of Engineers commenting on 
the plan of the Bureau of Reclamation. This letter appears on page 6 of Senate 
Document No. 191. : 

Although the physical plan was coordinated between the two agencies in Senate 
Document No. 247, 78th Congress, the Corps of Engineers never accepted the 
Bureau’s method for allocation of the costs of the main stem reservoirs and so 
did not concur in the allocations made by the Bureau prior to the April 1955 
analysis. : 

In the meantime the Subcommittee on Benefits and Costs of the Federal Inter- 
agency River Basin Committee after studying the problem for several years pre- 
pared a report in May 1950 entitled “Proposed Practices for Economic Analysis 
of River Basin Projects.” In that report the separable costs-remaining benefits 
method is recommended as the preferred method for general use in allocating costs 
to obtain the objective of distributing the project costs equitably among the pur- 
Poses served by the project. In 1954 this method was adopted for use by the Corps 
of Engineers, the Bureau of Reclamation, and the Federal Power Commission. 

Although acceptance of this method of cost allocation was under serious con- 
sideration before, one of the factors prompting the Department of the Interior 
to adopt the separable costs-remaining benefits method was the findings of the 
Missouri Basin Survey Commission in comparing the cost allocations of the 
Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers for the main stem reservoir 
system. The commission did not fully endorse the allocation as made by the 
Corps, which was based in part on the separable costs-remaining benefits method. 
It did seriously question the allocation made by the Bureau of Reclamation which 
maximized the allocation to nonreimbursable functions. 

For many years the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers were 
in dispute over the question of which agency should make the cost allocation for 
the main stem reservoir system. In 1954 a working understanding was reached 
between the Department of the Interior and the Department of the Army that 
in such projects as the Missouri River Basin project where the two have joint 
responsibilities the cost allocation made by the construction agency would be 
accepted for the economic analysis of the project. ‘ 

The separable costs-remaining benefits method of cost allocation is designed 
to provide for an equitable sharing of the savings to the several project purposes 
resulting from their inclusion in a multiple-purpose project. The separable costs 
attributable to each purpose are first assigned to that purpose—these separable 
costs for a purpose being the difference in cost of the multiple-purpose project 
with and without this particular purpose. The residual or joint costs of the mul- 
tiple-purpose project are distributed to the several purposes in direct proportion 
to the differences between the respective separable costs and the lesser of the 
benefits or the alternate costs for each purpose. Thus, the joint costs, which are 
the difference between the total cost of the multiple-purpoze project and the sum 
of the separable costs of the several purposes, are distributed among the purposes 
in such a manner that the cost allocated to any purpose is at least equal to the 














446 MISSOURI BASIN WATER PROBLEMS 


separable cost, which is the cost of adding it to the rest of the multiple-purpose 
project, and is not greater than the lesser of the benefits attributable to that pur- 
pose or the cost of the most economical single-purpose alternative. 

The type of development contemplated in authorizing documents and in oper- 
ating studies supporting the cost allocations and economic analyses are based 
on expected operations for irrigation, flood control, navigation, and power. While 
no objections were raised during the recent hearings to operation for irrigation 
and flood control, it appears from testimony given that the power users think that 
the main stem reservoirs of the Missouri River Basin project should be operated 
primarily for power, which would be detrimental to navigation. At the same 
time, it appears that they are advocating a method of cost allocation that maxi- 
mizes the allocations of costs to nonreimbursable functions, one of which is navi- 
gation. These two views are not compatible with a sound approach to the problem 
of cost allocation. If power is given a-priority in the use of the reservoir system 
at the expense of navigation, this should be reflected in the cost allocation by 
adjustments to allocate more costs of the project to power and less to navigation 
to attain an equitable allocation. 

Payout studies for the Missouri River Basin project have been based on aver- 
age revenue for sale of firm power of approximately 5.5 mills per kilowatt-hour 
ever since the Bureau of Reclamation plan was presented in Senate Document 
No. 191, 78th Congress. In the hearings it was asked what actual power rates 
are being received. The actual rates received are as follows: 


Average rates 


[In mills per kilowatt-hour] 





2 | Nonfirm Project irri- 
Year Firm power | power | gation pump- 

| ing power 
— eee — — — _ panto —— ee ———— 
ee coil wae 2. 87 | 1. 45 
FAs ADIGA Aide ee AV eSuleiwdeedascbundclwsaaccdacds 5. 78 | 2. 76 | 2. 51 


rere eet tnd 5. 45 | 2. 80 | 2. 50 


Complaints were made in the hearings that power rates are high because the 
costs that are allocated to irrigation that are in excess of payments by the water 
users and conservancy districts are to be repaid by power revenues. It was 
asked what the firm power rate would be if this rate were set to pay out the 
allocation to power with interest on the unpaid balance in 50 years, instead of 
in 43 years as in the April 1955 economic analysis. No detailed payout study has 
been made to determine this but a rough calculation. shows that if no irrigation 
assistance were required for 50 years the reduction that could be made in the 
firm power rate would be only approximately two-tenths of 1 mill per kilowatt- 
hour. Thus the firm power rate would be reduced from 5.5 to 5.3 mills per 
kilowatt-hour. Moreover, this assumes that there would be no change in the 
cost allocation. Actually, if the power revenues are not made available for aid 
to irrigation the proposed irrigation developments would not be feasible. There- 
fore, most of the irrigation would have to be left out of the project and this would 
require that a new cost allocation be made for the main stem reservoir system 
to reallocate to other project purposes, including power, the costs now allocated 
to irrigation, Also, 20 percent of the cost of the entire power system is now 
allocated to non-interest bearing project irrigation pumping power. If the irriga- 
tion is left out of the plan, 100 percent of the power investment would become 
interest-bearing instead of 80 percent.as at present. This would be offset, in part. 
‘by the increased revenues derived from selling additional power at the commer- 
cial power rate. In these circumstances, the overall irrigation benefits of the 
project would be lost. 

In referring to the problem of power aiding in the repayment of costs allocated 
to irrigation, in the hearings, it was stated that the feasibility of much of the 
potential irrigation development has not yet been determined. This is correct. 
The plans presented in the authorizing documents for this large basinwide 
development were of necessity based for the most part on reconnaissance data. 
No detailed studies have been made, as yet, for much of the irrigation develop- 
ment. Incompleteness of the plan and inadequacies of the data at the time the 
project was authorized were recognized in Senate Document No. 191, 78th Con- 
gress, the authorizing document. This situation is specifically referred to in 
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the Board of Review report on the reclamation plan; see paragraph 22 on 
page 14 of Senate Document No. 191 from which the following statement is quoted : 

“The project plan includes hundreds of major engineering works, such as 
dams and powerplants, and thousands of important structures. The plans on 
which the estimates are based were necessarily of a preliminary nature. At many 
of the dam sites, exploratory work has been carried far enough to obtain depend- 
able basic data. At other sites, further exploratory work must be undertaken 
before details of the structures can be determined and better estimates made. All 
the works proposed in the report are of the same general type which the Bureau 
of Reclamation has been constructing in the West since 1902, and no novel or un- 
precedented problems are involved. All cost estimates are tentative, and are sub- 
ject to revisions in the light of further information which must be developed by 
exploratory work and detailed design studies before construction is undertaken. 
A lump-sum allowance has been included for contingencies for unforeseen con- 
ditions, but no allowance has been included for major economic changes. All esti- 
mates are based on costs as of January 1, 1940, and an appropriate factor 
will therefore have to be applied to conform such estimates to prices existing at 
the time the construction of any feature of the development is initiated.” 

Detailed studies of specific irrigation units have been in progress since the 
authorization of the project. Before any irrigation unit is placed under con- 
struction advance planning studies are made to determine a definite plan of 
development and to prepare an economic analysis to determine the justification 
for each potential development. Those irrigation units that are not economically 
justified are not proposed for construction. 


Bureau oF REcLAMATION ROLE IN OPERATION OF MAIN STEM RESERVOIRS 


In June 1951 a meeting among personnel from the Corps of Engineers and 
the Bureau of Reclamation was held in Omaha, Nebr. At this meeting it was 
agreed that a work group composed of engineers and hydrologists from the Corps 
and the Bureau would be established to draft a report on the operation of the 
main stem reservoirs on the Missouri River. The original group as appointed 
by the division engineer of the Missouri River Division of the corps and by 
the regional directors of regions 6 and 7 of the Bureau consisted of 3 men from 
the corps, 2 from region 6 and 1 from region 7. In February 1952 a comprehen- 
sive report was completed entitled, “Work Group Report on Coordination of 
Interests of Bureau of Reclamation and Corps of Engineers in Operation of 
Main Stem Reservoirs, Missouri River.” This report set up the framework 
and rules of procedure for cooperative operation of the Missouri River installa- 


-tions by the corps and the Bureau. It has been followed almost to the letter 


each year since its preparation. 

In line with this report the work group was continued, with only a few 
changes in personnel, to prepare the annual operating plan called for in the 
report. The work group now consists of 3 people from the corps, 3 from region 
6 and 2 from region 7 of the Bureau. 

To date complete agreement has been reached between the corps’ and Bu- 
reau’s representatives on the details of each annual operating plan which is 
normally prepared in the corps’ office using power and hydrologic data supplied 
by the Bureau together with data available in the corps’ offices. Since the 
Bureau is responsible under the law for Federal irrigation development it in- 
sists that the annual operating plan adequately cover irrigation water require- 
ments. Because the Bureau is the marketing agency for main stem power, it 
requests that the annual operating plan provide sufficient power generation to 
meet contractual firm power commitments. In the event of an inadequate 
water supply to carry such commitments plus all navigation requirements in- 
sistence is placed on an equitable division of water use between navigation and 
power generation. During the present period of subnormal runoff and the 
necessity for filling dead storage in the reservoirs there have been periods when 
some deviations from the annual operating plan have been agreed upon by the 
operating personnel of both the corps and the Bureau but at no time has there 
been any curtailment of firm power deliveries. If, in administering the annual 
operating plan, it develops that nonfirm energy could be produced the Bureau 
and the corps agree on the amount. It is expected that markets will exist 
for sale of nonfirm energy whether produced in the navigation or nonnavigation 
season. To date there has been no conflict of interest between water releases, 
with accompanying power ‘generation, and power sales which has not been 
amicably resolved by the operating personnel of the two agencies. 
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In the preparation of each annual operating plan the Bureau has the responsi- 
bility of furnishing the following: 

(a) Hstimates of depletion of the main stem flow by tributary irrigation 
use and reservoir operations. 

(b) Assistance in the preparation of forecasts of main stem water supply. 

(c) Estimates of power and energy requirements to meet firm power 
contractual commitments, and estimates of possible sale of nonfirm power 
and energy. 

(d) A thorough review in the interests of irrigation and power of the 
plans prepared by the corps. 

Shortly after the work group started functioning as the author of the annual 
operating plan it was decided that each plan should be submitted for comment 
and approval to an unofficial advisory committee .composed of. representatives 
of the Missouri Basin States, the Federal Power Commission, the Fish and Wild- 
life Service, the Weather Bureau, and the Public Health Service. This was 
done for several years and for the past 2 years a meeting was held each year 
with this advisory committee before the annual operating plan was formulated 
in order to obtain the ideas of these agencies as a guide to the most acceptable 
plan. 

At the spring meetings with the Advisory Committee the Corps and the Bureau 
have parallel responsibilities in presenting to the Committee the facts upon 
which the annual operating plan is to be based. The corps presents the water 
supply prospects and the flood control and navigation requirements. The Bu- 
reau presents the tributary water supply and depletions due to upstream stor- 
age and irrigation use and the power and energy requirements. ‘he various 
agencies on the committee are polled and each supplies its comments. At a 
meeting of the work group held in the summer after the water supply is well 
assured the annual operating plan is formalized for submission to the Advisory 
Committee in August or September for final adoption. 

It should be noted that the efforts of the work group and the individual offices 
of the Bureau and the corps have been directed toward increasing storage of 
water in the main stem reservoirs whenever possible without seriously impairing 
navigation and power operations. For example, curtailment of the navigation 
season by about 6 weeks this past year was incorporated in the annual operating 
plan to provide sufficient stored water to carry the firm power load next winter. 
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MISSOURI RIVER BASIN POWER MARKETING 
Part 1—Mrssourt River Bastin Power SYSTEM 


GENERAL ADMINISTRATION OF POWER ACTIVITIES 


The general administration and control of Bureau of Reclamation power sales 
contracts and related matters of the Missouri River Basin project are under 
the jurisdiction of region offices in Denver, Colo., and Billings, Mont. There is 
only administrative direction and review by the Washington office concerning 
power matters handled by the regional offices to insure that the interests of the 
Federal Government are adequately protected and that established policy is 
followed. 

The Assistant Commissioner and Chief Engineer’s office reviews the technical 
aspects of power sales and marketing contracts during the negotiation period. 


SYSTEM PLANNING 


Plans for developing a project such as Missouri River Basin are based on 
market studies prepared by the Federal Power Commission, together with data 
gathered by the Bureau. 

The Assistant Commissioner and Chief Engineer’s office prepares reconnais- 
sance feasibility and final designs, quantitative estimates, and technical speci- 
fications for electrical features of power and pumping systems, transmission 
lines, substations, and other facilities. 

The alternating current network analyzer is used by the Assistant Commis- 
sioner and Chief Engineer to make board studies in providing technical advice 
and assistance in the planning, installation, operation, maintenance, and repair 
of electrical systems and equipment. 


POWER POOL OPERATIONS 


A joint study has been recently initiated by the power producing agencies both 
publicly and privately owned in the Missouri River Basin to ascertain the needs 
and benefits of a pooled operation of generating and transmission facilities. 


SPLIT OF ELECTRICAL FACILITIES AT FORT PECK 


Prior to the 230-kilovolt interconnection of Garrison and Fort Randall power- 
plants the Fort Peck power system was tied to the Montana Power Co. system 
and through it with the very strong Northwest power pool. Generally, the BPA 
hydroelectric system regulates frequency for the Northwest power pool. Conse- 
quently, it swung in synchronism with the Northwest power pool and no great 
difficulty relative to power flow and supply from the Fort Peck powerplant was 


‘encountered. 


However, upon completion of the 230-kilovolt transmission line interconnecting 
Garrison powerplant with Fort Randall, a serious technical problem was raised 
because no longer would the Fort Peck system be tied to the Northwest power 
pool alone but also would be tied to the Great Lakes power pool which is inher- 
ently different because of the predominance of the steam plants. The practical 
possibility of maintaining such a tie between the Northwest and the Great Lakes 
power pools, was nil because of the weak tie of Fort Peck to the West through the 
161-kilovolt Fort Peck-Rainbow line and the excessively long 115-kilovolt Fort 
Peck-Williston-Garrison line which is also weak. Subsequent events proved this 
conclusion was correct because on January 27 in a test aimed at yielding data 
on synchronizing savings, a through tie was attempted at Fort Peck and it held 
together for a maximum of 5 minutes and 40 seconds after initial closure. 

Thus, it is necessary to separate the Missouri River Basin transmission system 
at some point. The solution chosen was to “split” the bus at Fort Peck. At 
the present time (May 1957) the bus is “split” so that the 15-megawatt generator 
at Fort Peck is interconnected with Canyon Ferry powerplant and the Northwest 
power pool and the two 35-megawatt generators are connected to the east through 
the 115-kilovolt line to Glendive and Williston. 


SINGLE AGENCY CONTROL 


Lacking the specifics and details that would constitute a single agency for the 
administration of the Missouri River Basin, no logical comparisons can be made 
to the present power operations by the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of 
Reclamation. However, in the absence of such an agency, it can be said that no 
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problems have arisen even during the difficult period of initial operation that 
have not been handled satisfactorily by collaboration between the agencies at the 
required levels. It is confidently expected that this type of collaboration will 
continue and will result in efficient and proper operation of the project and. will 
obviate the necessity for drastic changes in operation that might seriously disrupt 
the successful development of the project. 


Part 2—ALLOCATION OF POWER 
PRELIMINARY AND FINAL ALLOCATIONS 


The September 1953 marketing criteria of the Missouri River Basin project and 
later information releases stated that applications for additional power to become 
available would be received by the Bureau of Reclamation until January 1, 1954. 
After the applications were received and analyzed, many plans of power allot- 
ment were considered ranging from supplying a percentage of the applications 
as received to an allotment based on 1958 loads and to allotments predicated on a 
selection of customers to recognize relative needs, geographical location, or level 
of power costs. Several of the possible plans reflected such obvious inequities 
that they were not considered in detail. The Bureau of Reclamation studied the 
various methods with the objective of businesslike operations, equitably appor- 
tioning available power to preference customers having the greatest need and an 
allotment which effects the greatest economy and therefore results in the greatest 
net returns to the United States. 

After making a preliminary allotment, the Bureau of Reclamation discussed 
the proposed allocations with power applicants in the eastern area at field meet- 
ings in Sioux Falls, 8. Dak. and Bismarck, N. Dak., on April 5, 6, and 9, 1954. 
The power allotment plan received the general endorsement of customers in the 
area. : 

The allotment of power, based on the estimated 1948 needs of preference custom- 
ers, taking into account power commitments by contracts executed or in negotia- 


tion, was submitted to the Department for approval and authority to execute im- — 


plementing contracts and was approved by the Department on June 18, 1954. 


FIRM POWER ALLOCATION 


The power and energy available for sale on a firm power basis is determined 
after taking into consideration the hydrology of stream flow, the length and sever- 
ity of less than average water conditions, the integration of water operations on 
different streams, the load pattern of separate sections of the marketing area, 
and other pertinent factors. Determinations also anticipate the purchase of 
thermal generated energy from available sources in the area to supplement energy 
available in low water years to an amount not exceeding that which would be 
available under average water conditions. As a minimum, firm energy capabilities 
are considered to be not less than 110 percent of adverse year energy provided 
this does not result in greater than average year energy. 

The firm power supply for the eastern area of the Eastern Division of the 
Missouri River Basin project, which was estimated to be available to meet De- 
cember 1958, loads, comprises an estimated 531,000 kilowatts of power from the 
Gavins Point, Fort Randall, and Garrison powerplants as well as an importation 
of 30,000 kilowatts from the powerplants of the western (Montana) area of the 
eastern division. At the time of the allocation of firm power, there were 340,625 
kilowatts either committed by contract or in active negotiation. This left an 
additional 190,375 kilowatts for distribution to preference customers in the 
oo area of the eastern division. This power was allocated to customers as 

‘ollows : 

(1) Supply in full the estimated 1958 requirements of preference appli- 
cants in North Dakota, South Dakota, and in northern Minnesota. 

(2) Supply remaining power to preference customers elsewhere in the 
marketing area in amounts equal to their estimated 1958 loads, times the 
ratio of the available power to the sum of such loads. This resulted in an 
effective allotment of power equal to 50 percent of estimated 1958 require- 
ments. ; 

There was no allocation of power made in the western area of the eastern 
division (State of Montana) and the western division since there was sufficient 
power for preference customer needs. The Bureau is contracting for the esti- 
mated power needs of customers in these areas up to January 1, 1960. 
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CLASSIFICATION OF AVAILABLE POWER 


wimg and energy available for marketing is classified into four general cate- 
gories, i.e. : 


Firm power, as that service intended to fit under the customer’s annual 
and daily load pattern. 

Secondary energy, as a class of nonfirm power which will be available- 
for extended seasonal periods and which is suitable for replacement of fuel 
generated energy on a basis of plant maintenance in cold reserve. 

Dump energy, as a class of nonfirm power which will be available from 
time to time as the result of energy generation from water which cannot 
be stored or saved. Dump energy is salable chiefly as fuel replacement 
energy. 

Peaking power, peaking capacity is that system capacity on a minimum 
water year basis which is in excess of the firm power capacity which is sup- 
portable by energy available in an average water year. 

Firm power 


Firm power is power available to customers to supply the annual power and 
energy needs within the limits of daily and seasonal load pattern. 


Seasonal firm power 


There is a surplus of energy available during the navigation season which can 
be marketed on a-firm basis during that time. Development in recent years of a 
need for pumping power during summer months chiefly in Nebraska, and the 
growth of summer air-conditioning load in the market area has resulted in a 
growing requirement for power and energy during periods when the Bureau has 
additional capacity and energy available for sale to customers. Negotiations are 
in progress for the sale of large blocks of seasonal firm power to Nebraska public 
power system and to Omaha public power district. Service in this category is 
supplied at the monthly firm power rate. 


Secondary energy 


Secondary is for sale to customers who have alternative sources of firm power 
capable of serving loads to the extent of the secondary service on not more than 
24-hours’ notice of withdrawal of secondary service by the Bureau. 

- There is no allocation of secondary, and preference customers who qualify 
have first preference in obtaining secondary energy. 


Dump energy 


Dump energy will be available to a customer only on declaration by the Bureau 
of Reclamation and will be sold only to customers who have and maintain gen- 
erating facilities. Preference customers eligible for such energy will have first 
ence in each rate block of dump sales. 


PEAKING CAPACITY 


Peaking capacity is normally intended for use by customers during the buildup. 
period of load requirements and prior to the time the customer constructs gen- 
erating facilities for such load. 

No energy will be considered associated with peaking capacity. The conditions 
of sale of peaking capacity will normally require that the purchaser supply to the 
Bureau, during off-peak period, energy equivalent to the energy delivered by the 
Bureau during the period of use of peaking capacity. 


MARKETING AREA 


The marketing area of the eastern division of the Missouri River Basin project 
is described as “Montana east of the Continental Divide, all of North and South 
Dakota, Nebraska east of the 101° meridian, Iowa west of the 94144° meridian, 
and Minnesota west of a line on the 9414° meridian from the southern boundary 
of the State to the 46° parallel and thence northwesterly to the northern bound- 
ary of the State at the 9614° meridian.” 

The marketing area of the western division of the Missouri River Basin project 
is described as those portions of Wyoming, Colorado, and Nebraska, west of Ogal- 
lala, which are served by the Bureau’s transmission system and wheeling ar- 


‘ rangements. 
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Part 3—PowER RATES 


INTRODUCTORY 


The Bureau of Reclamation disposes of power and energy surplus to needs for 
operation of its projects at the lowest possible rates consistent with prudent man- 
agement and project revenue requirements. Rate schedules are in general de- 
signed to produce revenues which, together with other applicable revenues, if any, 
will. be sufficient to cover the cost of producing and transmitting power and 
energy, including necessary replacements, to amortize the power investment with 
interest within 50 years from the date each facility becomes revenue producing, 
and to cover such other fixed charges as the Secretary deems to be proper. 

Rates are reviewed annually to assure that the estimated future revenues when 
considered in connection with past operations will be sufficient to meet the obliga- 
tions payable from sales of power. 


POSTAGE STAMP PRINCIPLE OF AREA APPLICATION OF RATES 


All rate schedules used in the marketing of power by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion follow the postage stamp principle. In other words, insofar as the rate is 


‘concerned, the price of the power and energy in any category is the same at the 


powerplant as it is at a remote point of delivery. 


UNIFORMITY OF APPLICATION OF RATES 


Bureau of Reclamation rate schedules within each classification of service and 
area of applicability are applied uniformly to all customers purchasing power 
regardless of the type of customer involved. 


BASIS FOR FIRM, SECONDARY AND DUMP RATES 
Firm rates . 

Bureau of Reclamation firm power rate schedules are of the two-part demand 
or capacity charge and energy charge type designed to result in the same average 
rate per kilowatt-hour for all loads served at the same load factor and under 
similar delivery conditions regardless of the magnitude of power requirements. 


Secondary rates 

Secondary energy or “fuel replacement” energy, is furnished under the energy 
charges of the firm power rate schedule without the demand or capacity charge. 
The ommission of capacity charges recognizes the customer’s costs in keeping in 
readiness the alternate source of power which must necessarily be we when 
secondary energy is not available. 


Dump rates 


Dump energy is sold at 85 percent of the decremental cost of fuel in the cus- 
tomer’s full plant, but with a ceiling at the level of the first block of the energy 
section of the wholesale firm power rate schedule. Dump energy sales are made 
with a view of obtaining the maximum revenue. Rate blocks of about one-half 
mill variation have been set beginning with the first block of the energy section 
of the rate schedule and dropping successively as low as need be to sell all dump 
energy available. When available, dump energy will be offered in the first block, 
with preference given to preference customers. Any unsold energy will then be 
offered similarly in each successive lower block until all dump energy is sold. 


Part 4—SyYSTEM MARKETING OPERATIONS 
SURPLUS POWER 


BHlectrical power and energy is produced at several powerplants of the Mis- 
souri River Basin project, some of which are constructed by the Corps of Engi- 
neers and some by the Secretary of the Interior. All power and energy not 
needed for operation of project works, including irrigation works, is marketed 
by the Bureau of Reclamation under reclamation law. 

On the basis of coordinated studies by the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau 
of Reclamation, determinations are made from time to time of the salable power 
and energy and contracts are negotiated for the sale of power surplus to project 
requirements. 

BASIS FOR FIRM POWER CAPACITY 


The salable firm power capacity is that capacity estimated to be available in 
the fourth year of the 1930-33 drought period which can be supported at the 
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general market area load factor with energy based upon average year water con- 
ditions. This determination contemplates occasional purchase of thermal energy 
to augment available energy in less than average water years. 


STEAM ENERGY PURCHASES 


Thermal or steam generated energy may be purchased from available sources 
in the Missouri River Basin project by the Bureau to supplement energy avail- 
able in low-water years to an amount not exceeding the energy which would be 
available under average water conditions. 

A considerable market is developing in the area for firm seasonal power for 
irrigation and air conditioning loads. With such a market available for service 
at firm power rates, the maximum use of system capabilities can be obtained 
without purchase of thermal capacity for increasing the amount of firm power 
and energy for sale. 


INTERIM OPERATION DURING CONSTRUCTION 


During construction of reservoirs and generating facilities of the Missouri 
River Basin .project, the Bureau will initiate service to power allottees in an 
orderly fashion as such power becomes available. Customer contracts provide 
for interim contract rates of delivery prior to January 1, 1959, in the eastern 
division of the project. 

During the interim period of operation, water must be released for power pro- 
duction, navigation, ete., and additional water retained to fill the reservoirs. 
The dependability of electrical facilities for firm power must also be considered. 
Thus, the interim operation during the construction period is a different type of 
cperation than the ultimate operation contemplated when the project is completed. 


ULTIMATE OPERATION 


Upon completion of the Missouri River Basin dams by the Corps of Engineers 
and when the reservoirs are filled to proper levels, then a more permanently 
stabilized operation may be established which recognizes all the project needs 
in the releases of water, that is, navigation, flood control, power, irrigation, etc. 
Operations under ultimate conditions will not have the same problems involved 
in operation during the interim construction period and should follow a more 
orderly pattern with less need for periodic adjustments. 


GENERAL MARKETING AREA 


Late in 1953, the Secretary of the Interior established a marketing area which 
encompassed those areas within reasonable transmission distance from project 
powerplants or could be served from contemplated or existing wheeling arrange- 
ments. In the Missouri River Basin project, eastern division, the marketing area 
is technically described as ‘‘“Montana east of the Continental Divide, all of North 
and South Dakota, Nebraska east of the 101° meridian, Iowa west of the 941%4° 
meridian, and Minnesota west of a line on the 94144° meridian from the southern 


. boundary of the State to the 46° parallel and thence northwesterly to the north- 


ern boundary of the State at the 9614° meridian.” 

In the western division of the project the market area is —_ described 
as those portions of Wyoming, Colorado, and Nebraska west of Ogallala which 
are served by the Bureau’s transmission system and wheeling arrangements. 


NONFIRM ENERGY MARKET AND SALES 


Nonfirm energy will be made available only to customers, both preference and 
nonpreference, who have and maintain, or lease, fuel-burning generating equip- 
ment or who have other firm capacity arrangements capable of supplying loads 
when nonfirm service is not available. In administering the sale and delivery of 
nonfirm energy, the Bureau will recognize the rights of preference customers in 
each of the categories of secondary and dump energy. 


Where wheeling charges are involved in delivering nonfirm energy, such 
charges must be borne'by the customer. : 


WITEELING OF POWER 


The Bureau of Reclamation will contract to utilize the surplus capacity of fa- 
cilities of others for transmitting power and energy to loads and customers of 
the United States when it can do so upon reasonable terms. : 
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The Bureau absorbs reasonable wheeling costs not exceeding 1 mill and related 
losses in the wheeling of firm power to its own customers over the lines of a third 
party. In certain instances, in lieu of wheeling power over the lines of public 
bodies and cooperatives (such as NPPS, East River, and Minnkota, where the 
nonprofit customers or member cooperatives have representation with the parent 
agency and purchase power for resale), the Bureau will contract direct with the 
parent agencies and allow a discount not to exceed 1 mill per kilowatt-hour on 
firm energy sold and delivered to the agency. . 

Normally where the wheeling agent has generating facilities, the wheeling 
agreement is made on a reciprocal basis, i. e., each party has rights to wheel over 
the surplus capacity of facilities of the other party to its own loads or customers. 

Bureau wheeling contracts provide for such service only where there is a con- 
nection of the customer with the wheeling agent for direct delivery of Bureau 
power to the load or customer. An allowance for the energy losses in wheeling is 
furnished by the Bureau. The Bureau neither requests nor grants concessions 
in an otherwise applicable wheeling charge to recognize that wheeling of power 
may actually be accomplished by displacement in energy flows between the re- 
spective parties. : 

The contract between the Bureau and the Montana Power Co. (179r—1838) pro- 
vides that the Bureau may use the two 100,000-volt transmission lines of the 
company between Great Falls and East Helena, Mont., to transmit power up to 
the normal capacity of the Canyon Ferry powerplant for a compensation to the 
company of $45,000 per year. This payment is not dependent on the quantity of 
energy transmitted. 

The Bureau lines are not automatically available for wheeling service for other 
power distributors. The use of Bureau lines by others for their own transmis- 
sion of power is covered by contract with each customer. Generally, use of trans- 
mission line by others is granted only to the extent that surplus capacity is avail- 
able above the transmission needs of the Bureau. Within the availability of sur- 
plus capacity, the Bureau is willing to wheel for other power distributors upon 
execution of a contract. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR RESPONSIBILITY FOR POWER MARKETING 


The Department is proceeding in the Missouri Basin on the premise of the ap- 
plicability of section 9 of the Flood Control Act of 1944. This section refers to 
the Federal reclamation laws. It is our responsibility under these laws to sell 
project power, to give preference to public agencies and cooperatives, and to re- 
cover the Federal investment. The Reclamation Act of 1939 (or the 1944 Flood 
Control Act either, for that matter) does not state or imply that the Govern- 
ment has undertaken or is required to guarantee a source of power to preference 
customers at any time after absorption of full capacity of the authorized power 
development. 

The Department is carrying out its full responsibility in the administration 
of this project through a power-marketing program that effectively makes avail- 
able the power and energy produced by the project under average water condi- 
tions. We find no legislative directives to proceed beyond this power potential 
of the authorized project. 

The term “utility responsibility” is a generality capable of many variants in 
meaning. If it is taken to mean a continuing, legal responsibility for providing 
additional capacity to meet all power needs in an area in the sense of the obliga- 
tion of a franchised utility having a monopoly on service within a defined area 
and with a correlative legal obligation thereby imposed to serve all area needs, 
it is a complete answer to say that none of the power marketing or development 
statutes under which this Department operates embraces any such concept. 

The Congress has never preempted the field of wholesale power supply. 
Whether it should or not is another issue which the public, in the final analysis, 
must determine within constitutional concepts. 

For its part, this Department is of the view that the people of each area should 
continue to retain the authority and responsibility for fulfilling their power needs, 
beyond the reasonable capabilities of those Federal projects that may be con- 
structed from time to time, through :entities and by methods of their own 
choosing. 
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